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Abstract
Diversity management is a business strategy that is intended to create an organizational 
climate where people from diverse backgrounds can succeed based on their work performance 
and not their personal similarities or differences with the organization's leadership. Diversity 
management programs are intended to help business remove barriers resulting from 
discrimination.
The present study investigated the need for a diversity management program in a tax-exempt 
human service organization. The perceptions and attitudes of organization employees, 
measured by survey instruments, in conjunction with an employee compensation study, provided 
the data for this investigation.
The instrument designed for this study and the random sampling procedure were considered 
valid and reliable. The results of the present study could be generalized to the larger 
organization for use in the development of an effective diversity management program.
Results indicated problems with the organization’s  “Diversity Climate” and with “Employee 
Satisfaction”. Serious problems were indicated with the Hispanic employee population. Less 
serious yet potentially problematic were issues related to African-American employees. There 
were significant compensation differences between racial groups when controlling for job 
classification. Barriers to the promotion and advancement of minorities were identified. All 
groups surveyed called for changes in the way this organization managed diversity. 
Recommendations were offered based on the results of this study.
This study called upon the diversity management field to produce outcome data and prove it’s 
utility as a management paradigm. Further recommendations were made for future research in 
the organization in the present study and the diversity management field.
CHAPTER ONE: Introduction
A. Problem Statement
The present study investigated the need for a Diversity Management program in a tax- 
exempt human service organization in the Midwest. The perceptions and attitudes of 
organization employees, measured by survey instruments, in conjunction with an employee 
compensation study, provided the data for this investigation.
Diversity management is an emerging field designed to help business create an internal 
environment where employees of diverse backgrounds (race, gender, culture, sexual orientation, 
etc.) can work together to the best of their ability. The field focuses on the creation of a 
corporate culture that accepts individual differences while allowing for open participation in 
decision-making and advancement without barriers resulting from any form of discrimination. 
This is aimed at improving organizational performance regarding staff recruitment and retention, 
and towards organizational goal and objective achievement.
The literature reported on diversity management programs in several for-profit corporations 
(Morrison, Ruderman & Hughes-James, 1993; Thomas, 1991; Fernandez, 1993). Authors 
suggested that effective diversity management improved business by: (1) attracting and 
retaining the best available human talent; (2) enhancing marketing efforts; (3) fostering higher 
creativity and innovation; (4) better problem-solving; and, (5) more organizational flexibility 
(Cox& Blake, 1991).
However, diversity management was an area that has received little attention from the 
scientific community. For example, while the literature contained many reports of successful 
ventures, there was little empirical evidence to back their claims. While most reports came from 
the for-profit sector, the non-profit sector was sparsely represented. These studies were mostly 
in institutions of higher education, and the public sector (Morrison, Ruderman, & Hughes-James,
1993; Cox & Blake, 1991 ; Workforce Diversity, 1994). There were no reports about diversity 
management studies completed in human service organizations.
The lack of empirical evidence about the impact of diversity management programs in 
business represented the most significant issue in the field. While there were claims of success, 
none was statistically proven. Research was needed for the diversity management field to 
demonstrate it’s worth as a worthwhile management paradigm, separate and distinct from other 
management strategies like Total Quality Management (TQM). These shortcomings were 
becoming a source of controversy in the diversity management industry (Morrison, 1992).
The lack of scientific studies of diversity management efforts in tax-exempt and/or human 
service organizations represented another significant issue in the diversity management field. 
There was no reference to the importance of diversity management programs in the social work 
literature.
Loden and Rosener (1991) suggested the service industry was on the forefront of the diversity 
movement because of: (1) the highly interactive nature of services; (2) the need for higher 
levels of employee commitment to quality and customer satisfaction; and, (3) the reliance on 
entry-level positions where employee diversity was a given. Jameison and O'Mara (1991) 
suggested that service organizations should recognize the interdependency that existed between 
the value they placed on their employees and the way those employees served their clients. 
Human service organizations are a part of the service industry. Therefore, assessing the need 
for diversity management programs in these organizations was a critical issue for study.
For-profit and tax-exempt organizations utilize many of the same management skills and 
technology. However, tax-exempt organizations do have management practices, values and 
ethics different from for-profit businesses (Drucker, 1992). Therefore, the lack of research about 
diversity management in these organizations is significant and requires attention.
The present study addressed the lack of research on diversity management in tax-exempt 
human service organizations and the social work profession. This study was designed to
contribute to the process of determining the validity of the claims of importance and success, 
referenced above, made by diversity management experts.
B. Research Questions
The present study addressed the following research questions:
1. How do the employees of a tax-exempt human service organization perceive the 
corporate diversity climate in their organization?
2. Are there significant inter-group differences in their perceptions of the organization’s 
climate demonstrated in responses to the survey?
3. Based on an employee compensation and turnover study, how did the findings 
compare to employee perceptions measured by the survey?
4. Based on the findings in this study, what are the relevant issues for management to 
consider in developing a diversity management plan for the organization under study?
5. What are the areas of future study to further the diversity management field?
C. Study Limitations
This study was limited to the diversity climate in a tax-exempt human service organization. 
While the results were compared to findings from other corporations in the literature, no attempt 
was made to generalize these findings to other tax-exempt, human service organizations. This 
study was not intended to replicate or contribute to the body of knowledge in interactional 
research, nor to contribute to the literature on Affirmative Action or Equal Employment 
Opportunity initiatives. This study provided base-line data for future research and a potentially 
reliable and valid survey instrument. The data and instrument will be available for use by other 
interested professionals for replication of this study and further field-testing of the instrument.
P. Definitions of Terms 
See Appendix H.
CHAPTER TWO: Literature Review
A. Introduction
“E Pluribis Unum” is the motto of the United States and means “one composed of many."
This was the founder’s vision for American society, the development of one united country 
comprised of many different peoples. In the 1990’s this challenge also applies to business and 
non-profit organizations, perhaps more than ever before (Thomas, 1991; Morrison, Ruderman, 
and Hughes-James, 1993; Fernandez, 1993; Loden and Rosener, 1991). Other experts 
suggested the United States was already accomplishing this task successfully (Crittenden, 1994; 
and, Bernstein, 1994).
This vision provided a conceptual basis for the diversity movement. Diversity evolved from 
predictions of significant change in the US population by the year 2000 (Johnston & Packer, 
1987). According to a Labor Department study entitled Workforce 2000, by the year 2000 
women, minorities and immigrants will compose eighty-five percent of the work force's growth. 
The remaining 15 percent will be white males (Johnston & Packer, 1987).
The United States population is one of the most diverse in the world. Minorities represented 
almost 30 percent of the total population (Fernandez, 1993). By the year 2000, predictions 
suggested minorities would comprise nearly 25 percent of the total US work force (Kiplinger and 
Kiplinger, 1989). Minorities comprised the majority populations in 16 of the top 25 urban markets 
in 1990 (Loden and Rosener, 1991).
In 1992, women comprised approximately half the United States population and nearly half 
the work force. W orkforce 2000 predicted women would fill 65 percent of new jobs and make up 
more than half the civilian work force. In 1990, women started 80 percent of new US businesses 
(Morrison, White, and Van Velsor, 1992). In another 1990 survey of companies, 73 percent 
reported more than 30 percent female employees and forty-seven percent reported being more 
than fifty percent female (Femandez, 1991).
Even though the US had comprehensive civil rights laws, there remained significant problems 
in business and employment. While affirmative action allowed access to the work force for 
minorities and women, these regulations did not help with advancement or promotion.
Therefore, most remained mired in the lower echelons of most corporations. White males 
dominated middle and upper management positions even though they were declining as a 
percentage of the total population (Loden and Rosener, 1991).
One study conducted in 1992 found only 8 percent of middle-level managers and 2 percent of 
upper-level managers were minorities (Femandez, 1993). This represented no-change since the 
1970’s. Studies measuring minority tumover rates further demonstrated problems in the business 
environment. In one survey, tumover rates for African-Americans were 2.5 times those of whites 
(Hymowitz, 1989). This finding could be the result of an hostile environment in organizations 
towards minority employees. This also could have reflected upward or horizontal movement by 
sought-after minority employees. There was no indication about how the figures reported were 
gathered or analyzed.
Women fared somewhat better reaching middle-management, but not upper management. 
From 1972 to 1992 women in management grew from 19 to 40 percent. Minority women 
comprised only 2 percent of these positions (Morrison, White, and Van Velzor, 1992). In spite of 
these gains, a 1992 study showed women comprised only 2.6 percent of corporate officer 
positions in Fortune 500 companies. Surveys consistently reported tumover rates for women 
twice the rate for men (Schwartz, 1989). However, there was no mention on the potential impact 
pregnancy and child-bearing had on tumover rates for women.
In non-profit organizations, the management picture was better for women but not minorities. 
A 1994 study of 50 non-profit hospitals found only 6.8 percent of board members were minorities 
(Greene, 1994). However, women made up 68 percent of the non-profit labor force and 75 
percent of non-profit executive positions (Barbieto, 1993). They also made up approximately 18 
percent of board of director positions in non-profit hospitals. Over 94 percent of non-profit
hospital boards reported having female representation (Greene, 1994). However, only 12 
percent of hospital administrators were female (Ezell, 1993).
Barbieto (1993) predicted the non-profit industry would lose valuable women executives to 
profit-making companies. This would result from the need for business to improve diversity in 
upper management positions and the pay differential between business and the non-profit sector.
Women and minorities had problems in other areas. The 1990 median income for white 
households was $31, 435, compared to $24,156 for Hispanic households and $19,758 for 
African-American households (US Bureau of Census, 1990). In an April 1992 poll, fifty-three 
percent of African-Americans said racism was as common as ten or twenty years before and that 
race relations and discrimination were still a problem (Femandez, 1993). In a survey of African- 
American MBA’s, 40 percent cited “indifference" and “benign neglect” as descriptive of their 
organization’s  treatment of black managers. Fifty percent chose “supportive in words only” to 
describe their corporate culture (James, 1988). A study of more than 12,000 corporate 
employees found that four of five blacks and three of four women saw evidence of race and 
gender discrimination. Their perceptions grew as they advanced in management (Schacter, 
1989). In a survey of gay men and lesbians, 33 percent reported “no change” in business 
community attitudes (San Francisco Examiner, 1989).
The Workforce 2000 study also predicted a future shortage of trained and skilled workers. 
Jamieson and O’Mara (1991) believed the “skills gap” resulted because of inadequate high tech 
training for women and people-of-color. Loden and Rosener (1991) suggested the “baby bust” of 
the 1970’s was also responsible for slow projected growth in the labor pool. Projections 
suggested work force increases of only 1% annually during the 1990's. Therefore, competition 
will be fierce to recruit, hire, train, and retain the best of the available work force talent (Thomas,
1991).
Predictions suggested the future work force would also include older workers because of the 
aging “baby boom” generation and the need to work longer to afford retirement (Jamieson and 
O’Mara, 1991). Increased competition will force business to recruit other non-traditional workers
like single parents, workers with disabilities, and gay and lesbian workers (Loden and Rosener, 
1991; Jameison and O’Mara, 1991; Morrison, Ruderman, and Hughes-James, 1993; and 
Morrison, 1992).
Emerging from these changes came the diversity management movement (Thomas, 1991). 
Spearheaded in the early years by the for-profit business sector, companies accepted it was 
important to prepare people for future leadership (Pomerleau, 1994). Employers quickly began 
introducing diversity training to prepare white males for the onslaught of “different" workers.
Business leaders were also expected to learn the effects of diversity on human work place 
behavior (Cox, 1994). Companies initiated internal research; hired diversity experts; created 
managerial positions devoted to diversity management; and, initiated programming to change 
their corporate cuiture (Davis, 1993).
In another development, Thomas suggested that individuals were increasingly intent on 
celebrating their differences. They were becoming less likely to compromise the personal 
qualities that made them unique. He called this the “end of assimilation”, which was the societal 
demand that all people “fit-in” with the dominant culture (Thomas, 1991).
Others joined Thomas in decrying the “melting pot” theory of American society and business 
(Pomerleau, 1994; Femandez, 1991 & 1993; and, Cox, 1994). Pomerleau (1994) suggested the 
future societal pot should feature a “mosaic image.” Through the creation of a “pan-American” 
outlook, Pomerleau (1994) believed various cultures could engage in creative problem-solving. 
This new paradigm would require everybody to work together toward a common goal with 
guaranteed inclusivity.
There were some however, who suggested business had rushed to accommodate changes in 
demographics and prepared for a labor shortage that would not happen (Crittenden, 1994, & 
Bernstein, 1994). Crittenden (1994) detailed a report from the Bureau of labor Statistics (BLS) 
that showed the forecast in Workforce 2000 “exaggerated the trends grossly”. She stated the
Bureau of Labor Statistics report showed the W orkforce 2000 report left the false impression 
only 15 percent of all work force entrants would be white male (Crittenden, 1994).
According to Bureau of Labor Statistics projections the work force in 2005 would look similar 
to today. Whites would make-up 73 percent of the work force, down less than 5 percent. White 
males would be 39 percent of the work force, down only 3 percent. Hispanic men and women 
would grow the fastest. Their share of the overall work force could equal or surpass African- 
Americans (Crittenden, 1994).
The Bureau of Labor Statistics also stated the “labor shortage” would not occur either. They 
predicted between 1992 and 2005 there would be roughly 30 percent more college graduates 
looking for work than openings requiring their degrees. The greatest absolute number of new 
positions in the next 15 years will be in the service categories. Social work organizations are part 
of this industry with jobs expected to grow by 70 percent in the next decade (Crittenden, 1994). 
Roughly 40 percent of the new jobs created by 2005 would require less than a bachelor's degree 
and pay below-average wages. Crittenden (1994) further suggested the real crisis for the twenty- 
first century will be the need to improve jobs and wages for non-college educated workers.
Bernstein (1994) believes the United States was being coerced into believing diversity was a 
problem. He further suggests business and education were “buying it" (Bernstein, 1994). He 
believed the United States did an exemplary job of melding a diversity of cultures and genders, 
unlike other countries who have exploded in civil war over similar issues. He also suggested 
focusing on diversity could lead to separation and hostility between races and significant social 
breakdown. Bernstein (1994) believes the movement in the last decade toward diversity was an 
attempt by a  few a t enforcing their narrow view of “political correctness".
Victor Thomas (1994) stated that efforts to manage and value diversity were “...near the top 
of all politically correct agendas”. He believes diversity management was a desirable goal. 
However, he also said it was “...like a new drug” with highly touted, unproven benefits and hidden 
and often volatile side effects.
Morrison, Ruderman, and Hughes-James (1993) believe the diversity management field is in 
its third generation. The first generation was an extension of the civil rights movement in the 
1960’s. The second occurred when women became part of the affected classes in the mid to 
late 1970’s. The third started in the early 1980’s when business began to recognize the changing 
demographics.
B. First Generation: Civil Rights
The first generation of the diversity management field emerged from the civil rights 
movement in the 1950’s and 1960’s. For minorities the civil rights movement and associated 
legislation resulted from generations of racism, discrimination, and oppression by the white 
majority. Significant civil rights legislation passed by Congress in 1964,1965, and 1968 sought 
to rectify years of injustice (Femandez, 1993 & Bearak and Lauter, 1991).
The movement away from past discriminatory practices began with the 1954 Supreme Court 
decision Brown v. Board o f Education (Femandez, 1993). This ruling reversed the “separate but 
equal” doctrine created by the 1896 Supreme Court ruling Plessy v. Ferguson, sanctioning 
segregation in all public facilities and education (Bearak and Lauter, 1991).
Many southern states avoided implementing the Brown decision until the arrest of Mrs. Rosa 
Parks for refusing to give up her seat on a bus to a white person. This event significantly 
increased the power of the civil rights movement under the leadership of Dr. Martin Luther King. 
By 1964, this had created enough disgust among the American people to inspire the passage of 
the original civil rights legislation (Femandez, 1993).
The legislation responsible for affirmative action and other anti-discrimination laws included:
(a) Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which prohibited on-the-job discrimination on the 
basis of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin and created the EEOC to enforce this law;
(b) the Voting Rights Act of 1965; (c) the Civil Rights Act of 1968; (d) the Age Discrimination 
Act of 1967; (e) the Vietnam Era Veterans Readjustment Assistance Act of 1972; (f) the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973; (g) the Pregnancy Disability Amendment to Title VII (1978); (h) the
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Americans With Disability Act of 1990 (ADA); (i) The Civil Rights Act of 1991 ; and, (j) the 
Family Leave Act of 1993. The goal of this legislation was to create a workplace where the only 
consideration for hiring or promotion pertained to ability (Davis, 1993).
Affirmative action went further than equal employment opportunity programs. Affirmative 
action believed ending discriminatory practices was not enough. Employers were required to 
make positive efforts to recruit, hire, train, and promote qualified employees of previously 
excluded groups. The goal was to achieve parity with local population demographics. This often 
required some method of recruitment and hiring that favored previously disadvantaged groups 
over white men. Included in these requirements were the contrary principles of “color blindness” 
and “racial bookkeeping” that became associated with quotas provoking charges of “reverse 
discrimination” (Bearak and Lauter, 1991).
Affirmative action guidelines were controversial since their inception. Pritikin and Farmer
(1993) suggested six reasons for this resistance: (a) Perceived restrictions on the employer’s 
individual freedom; (b) perceived dichotomy between diversity and quality; (c) past negative 
experience with affirmative action programs; (d) a shortage of qualified minority candidates; (e) 
perception that employers are paying for past sins; and, (f) a perception that only minorities 
benefit.
Even among African-Americans there were differing views (Business Week, 1991). Steele
(1990) tjelieved affirmative action stigmatized African-Americans as unworthy and inferior. 
Steele (1990) also suggested affirmative action nurtured a victim-focused identity that said there 
was more power in past suffering than present achievements.
Steele (1990) believed affirmative action filled both African-Americans and whites with doubt 
about the African-American’s ability. Affirmative action did not help people-of-color advance 
because at the upper levels managers stopped playing the “affirmative action game”. Thomas
(1991) agreed, suggesting that women or people-of-color who made it to the top of a corporation 
through affirmative action were not appropriate role-models for the younger generation.
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According to Steele (1990), social policies should focus on the educational and economic 
development of disadvantaged people regardless of race. He believed the main reason 
affirmative action failed was because it attempted to be a social program instead of enforcing 
anti-discrimination laws (Steele, 1990).
West (1993) focused on whether affirmative action was a solution to African-American 
poverty. Calling it a “progressive redistributive measure to enhance the standard of living of the 
have-nots and have-too-littles”, he called race-based affirmative action an unsuccessful poverty 
reduction program. According to West (1990), American historical analysis suggested 
discrimination would increase without affirmative action so it should remain. However, he 
suggested affirmative action should be “class-based” and not race-based.
Thomas (1990) believed affirmative action would “die a natural death”. He stated affirmative 
action had achieved its goal of opening the door for minorities and women at the entry level. 
Davis (1993) agreed that affirmative action was the best way to get diverse employees into the 
“pipeline.” However, it did not help with promotion to middle or upper management level 
positions. For this reason, Thomas (1991) believed affirmative action programs were outmoded. 
He believed it necessary to develop new programs to help minorities and women move from the 
point of hire upward.
Kozol (1991) reported in his analysis of public education that affirmative action directed at 
equal opportunity for people-of-color had failed miserably. Further segregation and the disparity 
in public education between predominantly white schools versus predominantly minority schools 
had never been worse.
Pomerleau (1994) believed the US defined discrimination as a lack of racial and gender 
representation. He said the Civil Rights Act of 1978 mandating the federal personnel system to 
employ a work force reflective of the nation's diverse population, made demographic 
representation central to America’s form of democratic government (p. 89). Bemstein (1994) 
suggested it was inappropriate to call a lack of equal demographic representation discrimination.
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Taylor (1991) studied employee's attitudes and perceptions about affirmative action. He 
found most employees reported positive attitudes toward affirmative action. Although white 
males were the least supportive, 62 percent believed it was morally right.
Taylor’s research agreed with others who suggested opposition by whites to affirmative action 
came from the perceived impact of reverse discrimination (Taylor, 1991; Femandez, 1993; and 
Bearak and Lauter, 1991). Davis (1993) believed reverse discrimination was more perception 
than fact, reporting only fourteen percent of white employees believe they have been a victim.
C. Second Generation: W omen’s  Movement
There was significant overlap between the first two generations. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 
and the Equal Pay Act of 1963 included legal coverage for women (Fernandez, 1993). However, 
not until the book Breaking the G lass Ceiling: Can Women Reach the Top of America’s  
Largest C orporations (Morrison, White, and Van Velzor, 1982) were women considered a 
disadvantaged group (Morrison, 1992). In spite of legal protection and attitude changes about 
women in business, they had not reached parity with men (US Department of Labor, 1992).
Since 1960 women were an increasingly larger percentage of the civilian work force: 33 
percent in 1960, 43 percent in 1980, and 45 percent in 1990 (Femandez, 1993). Since 1960, 
women had accounted for 60 percent of the total increase in employment. In 1960, 38 percent of 
all women were working. By 1990 this figure had risen to 59 percent (Femandez, 1993).
In 1960 twenty-eight percent of marriages were dual-income. This figure had risen to 54 
percent in 1990 and was expected to exceed 60 percent by 2000. Women of child bearing age 
represented the biggest shift in the work force over the last 15 years. In 1990, seventy-five 
percent of women with children six to seventeen years old worked compared to 55 percent in 
1975 (Morrison, 1992). Working mothers with children under two years of age increased from 32 
percent in 1975 to 52 percent in 1990. Therefore, women with children were likely to remain in 
the work force (Femandez, 1993). This trend suggested that business must look at alternative
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scheduling, on-site child care, and job sharing programs to meet future employee needs 
(Morrison, White, and Van Velzor, 1992).
In spite of the 1963 Equal Pay legislation, women have not received equal pay for equal 
work. In 1979 women earned 62 percent of men’s  pay; in 1990 they earned 72 percent. When 
controlling for age, the discrepancy increased. In 1979 women from sixteen to twenty-four years 
old earned 79 percent of comparable age males; in 1990 it was 90 percent. For the twenty-five 
to thirty-four year olds the figures were 67 percent in 1979 and 79 percent in 1990. Pay 
inequality got worse for older working women aged fifty-five to sixty-four. These women earn 54 
percent of men of the sam e age group (Bovee, 1991).
Level of education had no impact on a woman's wages. In 1990, women with undergraduate 
degrees earned roughly the sam e salary as men with high school diplomas. At every level of 
education women made less than men on the sam e level (Morrison, 1992). One year of 
experience added seven cents an hour to a women’s pay while it added 24 cents an hour to a 
man’s (Femandez, 1993). This, in spite of the fact women earn more undergraduate degrees 
and roughly the sam e number of master's degrees as men (Femandez, 1993).
Some believed women were not promoted equally for equal performance. In this area, the 
data was conflicting. Some said women made excellent progress (Femandez, 1993; Healy, 
Havens, and Chin, 1990; Jamieson and O'Mara, 1991; and Barbieto, 1993). Meanwhile others 
believed they made little progress (US Department of Labor, 1992).
While one study cited a 40 percent increase by women in managerial positions, there was 
agreement on the lack of women in the highest corporate positions (Morrison, 1992; Morrison, 
White, and Van Velzor, 1992; Morrison, Ruderman, and Hughes-James, 1993; Femandez, 
1993). This did not appear to be the case in the non-profit sector except for hospitals (Ezell, 
1993). Women in non-profit organizations made-up approximately 75 percent of all executive 
positions (Barbieto, 1993).
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The literature on women in social work administration was practically non-existent. No 
articles citing the number of women in administrative positions since the 1970’s were available 
for review. However, these authors documented the low status of women in social work at the 
time (Fanshel, 1976; Szakacs, 1977; Weaver, 1978; Bush, 1977, Hooyman and Kaplan, 1976; 
and Williams, Ho, and Fielder, 1974).
Perlmuter and Alexander (1980) observed only 16 percent of social work agencies had 
female executive directors. Szakacs (1977) suggested women were losing ground in social work 
administration. She predicted “If the present trend continues, there will be no women in social 
work leadership by 1994”. Fortunately Szakacs’ prediction did not come true. Ezell (1993) 
reported the proportion of women social work managers was “substantial”. Other authors 
suggested this proportion is on the decline (Haynes, 1989; Chess, Nortin, and Jayarantne, 1987).
Morrison, White and Van Velzor (1982) defined the “glass ceiling” as a transparent barrier to 
keep women from moving beyond a certain level in a corporate hierarchy. The glass ceiling did 
not relate to the individual characteristics or performance of a woman, but was targeted at 
women as a group. It may exist at different levels in different companies. Morrison, White and 
Van Velzor (1982) believed the ceiling was just below the upper level manager position. These 
jobs represented less than 1 percent of the total work force.
Professionally, women faced significant pressure around child care and pregnancy 
(Fernandez, 1993). Schwartz (1989) stated that job interviewers often ask women about 
pregnancy plans. She also stated most businesses did not have adequate pregnancy health 
coverage. Employers often treated pregnant women like they were less than capable on the job. 
This issue constituted a significant area of gender discrimination (Schwartz, 1989).
Women managers faced three unique levels of pressure acting as barriers to advancement: 
(a) the job itself; (b) their pioneering role in the job; and, (c) family obligations (Morrison, White, 
and Van Velzor, 1982). The authors defined six success factors for women managers, 
suggesting that women executives were expected to have more strengths and fewer weaknesses
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than men. Their updated version of the G lass Ceiling released in 1992, suggested women had 
made progress. However, they believed the glass ceiling still existed at the highest corporate 
level (Morrison, White, and Van Velzor, 1992).
Morrison, White and Van Velzor's (1982) work pressured the government into creating the 
“Glass Ceiling Initiative,” a study to monitor the progress of women’s workplace issues. Their 
work also set the stage for the 1991 Civil Rights Bill and the 1993 Family Leave Act (Morrison, 
White and Van Velzor, 1992). The first report issued by the US Department of Labor’s G lass 
Ceiling Initiative (1991) concluded a glass ceiling did exist at lower levels than first thought (US 
Department of Labor, 1991).
If the glass ceiling indeed existed, it was in spite of research demonstrating no difference in 
the effectiveness of male and female managers (Odewahn and Ezell, 1992; Ezell, 1993; Guy, 
1992; Catalyst, 1990; Powell, 1990; Rosener, 1990; Russell Reynolds Associates, 1990; and 
Schwartz, 1989). In spite of empirical proof there remained a perception, or stereotype, that 
women managers had more problems than men. Behavioral stereotypes accounted for a 
significant portion of gender bias and discrimination (Fernandez, 1991). For example, the 
“successful male myth” assumed men had the necessary qualities for success while women did 
not (Harlan and Weiss, 1981).
A key issue affecting women in the work force was sexual harassment. According to the 
EEOC, sexual harassment was defined as “unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual 
favors, and other verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature” when “submission to or rejection 
of this conduct explicitly or implicitly affects an individual’s employment, unreasonably interferes 
with an individual’s work performance or creates an intimidating, hostile, or offensive work 
environment” (Femandez, 1993). The Civil Rights Act of 1964 provided sexual harassment 
protection but did not allow for cash settlements or punitive damages (Morrison, 1992). In 1980, 
the EEOC created the “intimidating, hostile or offensive working environment” protection. In 
1986, the Supreme Court in Mentor Savings Bank v. Vinson expanded the definition to include
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verbal or physical conduct (Femandez, 1993). The Civil Rights Act of 1991 provided victims 
with the ability to collect a range of dam ages from employers who mishandle a complaint.
Studies indicated 75 percent of women in business experienced sexual harassment on the job 
(Femandez, 1993). Also, the changes in law caused an increase in sexual harassment claims 
from 5000 per year tjetween 1985 and 1990 to over 9000 in 1992. While men may also be 
victims of sexual harassment, the overwhelming majority of victims were women (Femandez,
1993).
Femandez (1993) and Morrison (1992) believed a women’s ability to seek protection and 
redress for sexual harassment may be harmful when trying to advance. They suggested men 
may not interact productively with women because they may become afraid of committing a 
behavior defined as harassment. They also suggested women may not receive the opportunity 
to participate on important projects or in the informal networks necessary to succeed (Morrison,
1992).
D. Third Generation: Diversity
Diversity has become part of every day American language. In one of his first official actions 
President Bill Clinton acknowledged that as a nation of 250 million Americans “we have become 
a diverse people of many colors, languages, and beliefs. Now we have the opportunity to insure 
that diversity is a source of great strength and pride around the world.” In the 1700’s, Jam es 
Madison stated that diversity was a strong barrier against the development of a majority faction 
whose interest might be adverse to the rights of other citizens (Pomerleau, 1994). In 1975, 
Vincent (1975) recognized that insufficient tolerance of differences fostered divisive “isms” and 
schisms, with hardened resistance to change and new ideas.
Diversity management as a business initiative evolved from the diversity movement begun 
during the 1980's. With the projected changes in population, business began looking at how to 
transform increased diversity into a source of strength for their organization. Business’
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willingness and ability to adapt were a necessity for continued growth and profitability 
(Pomerleau, 1994; Thomas, 1991; Loden & Rosener, 1991). Their most significant realization
was the standard “homogenized" approach to management would likely prove progressively less 
effective as diversity in the workplace increased (Pomerleau, 1994).
These changes were also recognized by the National Association of Social Workers (NASW) 
and the Council of Social Work Education (CSWE) related to social work practice and education 
(NASW, 1994; Berkowitz, Haynes, & Schott, 1992). The NASW also spoke about the need for 
effective affirmative action programs in business. They did not however, address these issues 
related to social work administration.
Clearly, the social work profession embraced the implications of diversity in clinical practice. 
Cultural competence was a significant factor in effective client recruitment, engagement, 
assessment, retention, and successful treatment outcome (Brill, 1990; Atkinson, Morten, & Wing- 
Sue, 1993; Lum, 1992; & Hepworth and Larson, 1993). As long ago as the early 1900’s, Mary 
Richmond wrote about the problems posed when working with children and families from 
different cultural, ethnic, and racial backgrounds (Lieberman, 1990).
However, there was only one article since 1977 addressing diversity in social work 
administration. This article addressed the social worker’s potential role in helping business 
implement effective diversity programs. The article did not discuss the implementation of 
diversity management programs in human service organizations (Seek, Finch, Mor-Barak, & 
Povemy, 1993).
There were several articles in the social work administration literature on management 
initiatives like Quality of Work Life (QWL); Participation in Decision- Making (POM); Client- 
centered management (COM); and the Japanese management style (Gowdy, 1988; Packard, 
1989; Gowdy, Rapp, & Poertner, 1993; and Smith & Doeing, 1985). The philosophies and 
techniques of QWL, PDM, and COM were very similar to diversity management programming.
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Gowdy (1988) stated that Quality of Work Life principles included: (a) empowering 
employees through participatory management: (b) developing clear goals, objectives and tasks;
(c) a focus on long range results; (d) integration of concern for people and achievement; and,
(e) emphasize sustained cultural change. Gowdy (1988) addressed the need to establish OWL 
principles, partially because of the “silent earthquake” occurring in the composition of work force 
demographics.
The diversity management field believed increasing diversity was good for business. 
Therefore, a look at organizational and citizenship behavior research to prove or disprove this 
assertion was relevant to this discussion. There was a growing body of research suggesting that 
heterogeneous work groups outperformed homogeneous groups in several areas including 
creativity; problem-solving; and organizational flexibility (Cox, 1994; Cox & Blake, 1991; Kanter, 
1983; Morgan, 1989; Nemeth, 1986; Triandis, Hall, & Ewen, 1965; McLeod, Lobel, & Cox, 1993; 
and, Watson, Kumar, & Michaelsen, 1993).
One finding suggested work group diversity significantly improved the level of critical analysis 
and decision making capabilities in groups (Nemeth, 1985; Nemeth & Wachter, 1983, & Shaw, 
1981). These findings had critical implications about the “groupthink” phenomena (Janis, 1982). 
Group cohesiveness was directly related to homogeneity. Groupthink only occurs in highly 
cohesive groups. Therefore, the presence of diversity in groups should reduce the probability of 
groupthink (Cox, 1994). The available research suggested diverse work forces have the 
potential to solve problems better than homogeneous work forces.
However, research also suggested work force diversity created some potential problems, 
including communication problems (Cox, 1994; Steiner, 1972). These problems may include 
problems involving language differences. There were also problems caused by different gender 
and cultural communication styles. This could be especially troublesome during conflict 
resolution. These issues often led to an increase in misunderstanding, anxiety, and conflict 
(Cox, 1994).
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A major issue involved the need for regular group process training for heterogeneous work 
groups. Homogeneous groups outperformed heterogeneous groups in the short-term.
However, over the long term heterogeneous groups ultimately outperformed homogenous groups 
provided they had the necessary training to solve the inherent communication problems (Cox,
1994).
Diversity could have a negative effect on group cohesiveness (Jackson, 1991). In addition, 
research on group dynamics consistently indicated that highly cohesive groups had higher 
morale and better communication than less cohesive groups (Blackburn, 1989). These findings 
could lead to the conclusion that diversity potentially lowers employee morale and made 
communication more difficult. Jackson (1991) completed one empirical study showing 
heterogeneous work groups experienced higher turnover than homogeneous groups. However, 
there was no research to suggest cohesiveness improved work performance. Finally, a 
reference to the aforementioned groupthink could suggest cohesiveness may be a negative work 
performance fac to r.
Diversity management professionals believed the implementation of these initiatives would 
improve organizational achievement through the improvement of job satisfaction, involvement, 
and organizational identification. These improvements would increase the organization’s ability 
to attract and retain quality employees (Cox, 1994; Loden and Rosener, 1991; and Femandez,
1993).
Research demonstrated behavior was driven by an individual’s perception of reality. 
Eisenbarger, Fasolo, and Davis-LaMastro (1990) found employee perceptions of tjeing valued by 
an organization had a significant impact on their conscientiousness, job involvement, and 
creativity. Femandez (1981) and Cox (1994) suggested employee perceptions were influenced 
most by the diversity dimensions of race, gender, and perceived opportunities for advancement.
Cox (1994) discussed two types of outcome necessary for effective organizational 
performance: affective and achievement. Affective outcomes referred to how employees felt
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and thought about their jobs and their employers. They emphasized the importance of employee 
perceptions about the environment and opportunities in the work place.
Achievement outcomes referred to the tangible measures of an employee’s contribution to 
the organization. These included performance ratings, promotion rates, and compensation.
Both affective and achievement outcomes comprised an organization’s diversity climate. They 
also directly Impacted profitability in for-profit corporations and goal attainment in non-profit 
organizations (Cox, 1994).
Smith, Organ, & Near (1983) identified three types of behavior essential for a well-functioning 
organization; (1) people must be induced to enter and remain within the system; (2) they must 
carryout specific role requirements in a dependable fashion; and (3) there must be innovative 
and spontaneous activity beyond role prescriptions. This was called Organizational Citizenship 
Behavior (OCB).
OCB included a dimension of individual and group functioning called “cooperation.” 
Cooperation was part of the “informal” organization and considered the most important factor in 
positive OCB. Cooperation was influenced by the quality of the work experience and previous 
social conditioning. Job satisfaction was directly related to the level of OCB in an organization 
(Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983).
OCB depended on the employee's perceptions of fairness, determined by a periodic 
assessment of the corporate culture. The authors suggested organizations influenced OCB 
through management styles, policies, and intraorganizational justice meeting the employees 
expectations of faimess (Organ & Konovsky, 1989). Organ and Konovsky (1989) and Cox
(1994) empathized the importance of assessing employee perceptions in the development of an 
effective work environment.
Packard (1989) completed a study on the effects of the Participation in Decision- Making 
(PDM) paradigm. POM was defined as increasing the amount of involvement staff members had 
in the decision-making process: the “who, what, when, where, and how aspects of involvement”.
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While underscoring the elusive nature of job satisfaction measures, he demonstrated the amount 
of PDM at the unit level did significantly improve Job performance. There was also a high
correlation between Job performance and Job satisfaction. PDM in larger organizational decision­
making processes did not demonstrate a significant relationship with Job performance (Packard, 
1989).
E. Diversity Management
Since the 1980’s several authors have written about the process of implementing diversity 
management programs (Thomas, 1991; Morrison, 1992; Loden & Rosener, 1991; Femandez, 
1993; Jamieson & O’Mara, 1991; Cox, 1994; and, Davis, 1993). According to Thomas (1991), 
the goal of a diversity management program was to develop an environment allowing all 
employees to naturally reach their optimum work potential without regard for specialized group 
affiliation.
Morrison (1992) believed the term “managing” diversity gave the impression white men were 
“regulating their employees behavior from afar.” She preferred the term “leadership” diversity 
which “ensured that control was indeed shared and that progress was stimulated by pressure 
from those above and across as well as from below”. While the terms were different, authors 
agree the key to a successful diversity management program is the empowerment of employees 
to participate in the direction, decision-making, and goal achievement of the organization 
(Morrison, 1992; Thomas, 1991; Fernandez, 1993; Loden & Rosener, 1991).
Diversity management programs have evolved over the years. The five major 
developmental approaches have been (a) Golden rule approach where each individual is treated 
with respect; (b) assimilation approach where managers shape people to fit the dominant style 
of the organization; (c) “righting-the-wrongs” approach where organizations attempt to correct 
historical injustices by targeting different groups for hire, promotion and reward. This approach
resembled affirmative action although it focused more on taking advantage of individual 
differences; (d) culture-specific approach where employees were taught the norms and practices
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of other cultures so they could change their behavior; and, (e) multicultural approach where an 
appreciation of racial, gender, and cultural differences was practiced, with diversity broadening to 
include non-race and gender differences. This approach closely resembled the recommended 
approaches of most current authors (Palmer, 1989).
The goal of a diversity management program is to change the organization’s cultural “roots”. 
Thomas (1990) defined cultural roots as the fundamental, unspoken rules of an organizational 
management system. The author described his approach in a series often sequential steps. 
Among his ten steps, he emphasized the need for research into the existing corporate culture; 
the development of mentoring programs for minorities and women; and, education. He 
emphasized that diversity management was a long-term process, not a program with a defined 
ending date (Thomas, 1991). He cites several examples of companies successfully 
implementing and receiving benefits from his initiatives (Thomas, 1990 & 1991). However, he 
offered no empirical evidence to support his claims.
Palmer (1989) described her version of a diversity management program called the “Value All 
Differences” paradigm. This paradigm emphasized the recognition of differences associated 
with heritage, characteristics, and values. Her approach assumed organizations must change to 
accommodate a wide range of new workers in the future. Palmer noted, however, her paradigm 
was so new there were no proven methods or common language associated with it.
Taylor Cox (1991) developed a framework of six dimensions for organizations to develop a 
“multicultural” environment. He used these dimensions to analyze organizations regarding their 
stage of development on cultural diversity. The author categorized organizations as monolithic, 
plural, or multicultural. Multicultural organizations are the most desirable, monolithic the least. 
He listed twenty-two tools for achieving multicultural organization status.
Cox (1991 & 1994) offered no empirical evidence to quantify the success of his programs.
He did, however, offer an excellent review of organizational and group behavior research to 
demonstrate the effectiveness of a heterogeneous work force (Cox, 1994). There was no proof
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suggesting diversity management programs were involved in the development of these 
successful teams.
Jameison and O’Mara (1991) presented their approach to diversity management called the 
“flex-management model”. Their model focused on how organizations could create a more 
“agreeable” and “friendly” environment for people with diverse backgrounds and skills. They 
suggested the creation of: (a) individualized policies, systems, and management practices to 
more effectively match people and jobs; (b) determine how performance was managed and 
rewarded; (c) keep people informed and involved; and, (d) support diverse employee lifestyles 
and life needs. The authors proposed five essential managerial skills and six organizational steps 
to becoming an effective diverse organization (Jameison & O’Mara, 1991).
Femandez (1993) integrated the need for American business to effectively manage diversity 
for future success in competition with the Japanese. He suggested that businesses accomplish 
this goal by minimizing bureaucracy, providing effective feedback to employees, training, and by 
developing more effective and objective methods for evaluating employee performance 
(Femandez, 1993).
Morrison (1992) suggested five steps whereby organizations could gain a competitive 
advantage through the effective management of diversity. She incorporated internal research 
for problem assessm ent and emphasized the need for top-management support and leadership 
in a successful change initiative. Morrison (1992) based her recommendations on an empirical 
study of management practices and employee perceptions in sixteen companies.
Each author demonstrated the effectiveness of their recommendations through case 
examples of organizations they claim had effective diversity management programs. Most of 
these organizations were profit-making organizations, hospitals, or public utilities. There was no 
mention of a non-profit human service organization having completed or participated in a 
diversity management program. Pearlman and Bova (1992) used the Junior Leagues 
International as a case example to demonstrate how a comprehensive diversity management 
program could change the culture of a non-profit organization long known as homogeneous.
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Morrison (1992) was critical of the diversity management field for the lack of empirical 
research and clear statements of fact regarding the success of their programs. She went so far 
as to call the vague descriptions and exaggerated clams of success “disturbing”.
Morrison (1992) also suggested most diversity programs were akin to “diversity 1 0 1 instead 
of being grounded in organizational behavior theory and proven tactics for change (p. 12). 
Bemstein (1994) believed diversity programs and consultants were misinformed about the true 
meaning of diversity. He cited examples of specific cultural rituals like bigamy and voodoo to 
prove his point. He suggested diversity trainers:
“imagine a world of diversity in which, paradoxically, everybody
will have more or less the same ideas, the sam e philosophy, the
sam e vaguely liberal political convictions, the sam e notions of the
equality of all peoples, all sexes, and all sexual practices, the same
conception of America as a place where unfairness and inequality
lurk behind every rock in every institution” (Bemstein, 1994).
Vincent Thomas (1994) decried the lack of a business focus in diversity management 
practices. He stated unless diversity trainers became more sensitive and aware they would 
cause confusion, disorder, and hostility in organizations. Thomas believed the maintenance of a 
business focus was critical to achieving competency in diversity management. Training 
practices were more an attempt to change personalities and attitudes through behavior 
modification than the implementation of a business program. He believed trainers should 
reexamine the appropriateness of introducing ..."sensitive and touchy issues in the board room”.
Morrison (1992) and Loden and Rosener (1991) agreed diversity management was intended 
to assist employees aspiring to management positions. They added, however, these programs 
did more than just hire the right number of women and minorities. They also found ways of 
acclimating employees to the organization’s culture, ensuring that their voice was included in
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hiring, promotion, and development decisions, provide developmental opportunities, and offer 
professional feedback (Loden & Rosener, 1991)
Morrison (1992) raised the significant question about the differences betw/een diversity 
management programming and Total Quality Management (TQM). Her concem stemmed from 
the aforementioned vagueness about what exactly diversity management really was.
TQM is a management strategy focusing on continuous, customer-driven quality 
improvement (Biech, 1994). W. Edwards Deming developed TQM. It was first utilized by the 
Japanese in the 1970’s. Biech (1994) calls TQM “a customer-focused, quality-centered, fact- 
based, team-driven, senior- management-led process to achieve an organization’s strategic 
imperative through continuous process improvement”.
There were nine key components in the TQM paradigm: (a) an intemal and external 
customer focus; (b) a systems approach to continuous improvement; (c) data-based decision­
making; (d) teamwork; (e) employee involvement in decision-making; (f) development and 
communication of a vision; (g) senior management involvement and leadership; (h) managers 
coach and guide the organization through changes; and, (i) training at all levels. Deming (1986) 
stated that TQM was not a program with a start or finish. It was a process often needing several 
years of effort before realizing positive results.
The values of diversity management and TQM were strikingly similar. Therefore, it was 
easy to understand Morrison’s (1992) concerns the diversity management field had not defined 
itself as a separate and distinct paradigm from TQM. These two initiatives share several values 
with Quality of Work Life and Participation in Decision-Making management strategies. 
Therefore, the differences between diversity management and other management strategies 
remained unclear. At issue was whether diversity management was a separate and necessary 
paradigm, or a sub-strategy of the other, more widely practiced strategies like TQM. The 
literature suggested this question had not been adequately addressed.
F. Research in Diversity Management
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Most authors agreed there was a lack of empirical research on the impact of diversity 
management programs in business and non-profit organizations (Morrison, 1992; Morrison, 
Ruderman, & Hughes-James, 1993; Loden & Rosener, 1991; and Schaffer & Thomson, 1992.) 
The diversity literature was filled with case studies of real and hypothetical companies discussing 
their success in improving employee satisfaction, corporate culture, and company profits. 
However, these examples were noticeably deficient of quantitative data proving the excellent 
results they claimed. A literature search did not locate any published research on the impact of 
diversity management programs in non-profit organizations. There was ample proof, discussed 
earlier, demonstrating the effectiveness of diversity. Unfortunately, there was no proof diversity 
management programs helped create these positive situations. The lack of quantitative research 
in these areas represented a significant need in the diversity management field.
An unpublished study of the non-profit organization included in this study was completed in 
the winter of 1994. Sixty-seven percent of the employees completed a written survey during a 
two week period in February 1994. The results demonstrated problems related to employee 
advancement, conflict between cultural groups, sexual harassment, communication between 
supervisor and employee, and moderate levels of job dissatisfaction. Interestingly, the results 
also demonstrated the employees did not believe diversity impacted their ability to perform their 
specific Job functions (Johnson, Bendle, Pelfresne, Wells, Potter, Smith, & Summers, 1994).
The initial intraorganizational reaction to the survey results was intense. One group of 
African-American employees, believing the results did not show the depth of the problems in the 
organization, raised some valid and invalid questions regarding the reliability of the survey
instrument. At the sam e time, the evaluators realized the definition of diversity in the survey was 
both unclear and narrowly defined. Other diversity dimensions besides race and gender were 
not sufficiently included or defined. The instrumentation concerns made the need for a second 
study important.
The lack of professional literature on diversity management in social work represented a gap 
in the research. Considering the plentiful research on the importance of diversity in clinical
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practice, it was imperative non-profit human service organizations also look closely at the impact 
diversity may have on the quality of administrative practice.
Seek, Finch, Mor-Barak, & Povmey (1993) made a compelling case for the social work 
profession's leadership in helping business implement diversity management programs. If the 
diversity management field was meaningful, social workers could also provide leadership by 
looking internally as the proving ground for these initiatives. This was an area needing research 
attention.
There were additional gaps in the research. Because the diversity management field Is new, 
most organizations were in the early stages of implementation. Therefore, tools to measure 
progress and program outcome were non-existent (Morrison, Ruderman, & Hughes-James,
1993). Scahffer and Thomson (1992) stated that organizational change programs that were not 
results-driven have “as much impact on company performance as a rain dance on the weather”. 
Morrison (1992) agreed, stating until the diversity management field proves its worth empirically, 
it will not find its place as a mainstream management strategy.
Other research needs in the field included the development and standardization of survey 
instruments for organizational culture audits. Also, there were no published reports of culture 
audit data in either for-profit or not-for-profit organizations to use as a baseline for comparison in 
this study. In addition, companies successfully implementing TQM initiatives should be 
surveyed to determine if and/or how diversity management practices were utilized as part of their 
overall strategy. This would help determine the similarity or likeness of diversity management to 
the TQM
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CHAPTER THREE: Methods
The study consisted of two phases. Phase A was an organizational diversity survey. Phase 
B was an employee compensation study in the same organization.
The organization in this study was a non-profit human service organization, located in the 
midwest, specializing in substance abuse prevention and treatment. It was divided into six 
program components, each specializing in at least one area of substance abuse treatment and/or 
prevention.
This organization employed 200 full and part-time people with a 3.5 year mean length of 
employment. Full-time employees comprised 75 percent of population, part-time 24 percent, 
and contractual employees one percent. Overall employee demographics were 59 percent 
Caucasian: 27 percent African-American; 13 percent Hispanic; and one percent Native 
American. The employee gender composition was 61 percent female and 39 percent male (see 
Table 1).
A. Sample
Phase A: The probability sampling method chosen was a systematic sampling scheme with 
random start. A stratified random sample was not used because employee demographics were 
evenly distributed across components and the study was related to the organization as a whole, 
not specific components. The survey was targeted at paid employees of the organization, both 
full and part-time. Volunteers were not included in the sampling procedures therefore, members 
of the board of directors were not sampled.
The sampling procedure was completed by the Director of Human Resources at the corporate 
level. The primary investigator did not participate. Fifty percent of the 200 employees were 
chosen for participation, sequentially selected from an alphabetical employment roster. The 
beginning of the selection sequence was determined by a toss of a coin. The result of the coin
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toss determined whether the first or second name on the employment roster began the selection 
process.
Surveys with specific written instructions were distributed to all selected employees through 
confidential inter-office mail. Respondents were asked to return their completed surveys within 
two weeks to the Human Resources Director in a sealed envelope either personally or via inter­
office mail. The completed surveys were turned over to the principal investigator en masse.
Simultaneously, the primary investigator discussed the survey process with the directors of 
each component to ensure participation. Approximately one week after the surveys were 
distributed, a reminder memo was sent to each director asking them to encourage their 
respective employees to complete and return the surveys. The identity of the respondents was 
not revealed to the component directors or the principal investigator.
Eighty-one percent of the sur/eys were returned within the planned two week period. This 
resulted in a 81 case sample for analysis. The 81 respondents represented 40.5 percent of the 
organization’s total work force. A target of 100 cases was initially established for this study.
That appears to have been an unreasonable goal given the size of the sample versus the overall 
population (50% of 200). Accomplishment of this goal required 100 percent participation. The 
resulting 81 percent sample was sufficiently large for this study to be successful.
The returned surveys included respondent demographic information (see Table 1). An 
estimation of proportion was completed to determine the confidence limits and intervals for the 
sample population. These estimations determined what percentage of the population the sample 
needed to participate to have attained a confidence level of 99 percent. Tabulations (shown in 
Table 2) demonstrated that all demographic variables had a 99 percent confidence interval.
They showed the sample was comparable in gender, race, and years of service to the total 
population and was, therefore, considered a randomized and representative sample.
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Table 1: Demographic Characteristics o f Population and Random Sample
Category Population % Sam ple % Diff%
Male 39.5 41 2
Female 60.5 59 (2)
Total 100.0 100.0 0
Caucasian 59 60 1
African-American 27 26 (1)
Hispanic 13 14 1
Native American 1 0 (1)
Total 100.0 100.0 0
Three yrs. or le s s 56 54 (2)
3+ years 44 46 2
Total 100.0 100.0 0
Phase B: The employee compensation study was based on 100 percent of employees in the 
organization on December 1,1994. Data was generated by the Director of Human Resources to 
describe the relevant information necessary to conduct the study. Selected demographic data 
for all employees was the same as described for Phase A above.
Table 2: Estimation o f Proportion o f Population
Category Population % Est. Proportion Sam ple %
Male 39.5 30.5 < p < 48.5 41
Female 60.5 51.5 < p < 69.4 59
Caucasian 59 50.1 < p <  67.9 60
African-American 27 19.1 < p  < 34.9 26
Hispanic 13 6 .8 < p < 1 9 .2 14
Native American 1 -2.0 < p < 2.2 0
Three yrs. or le s s 56 49.1 < p < 62.9 54
3+ years 44 37.1 < p < 50.9 46
p= .01
B. Instrum entation
An instrument was developed for this study by the primary investigator. Some of the items 
were taken from the literature (Thomas, 1991; Fernandez, 1991). Additional items were added 
through consultation with the organization’s Diversity Council and by the primary investigator. A 
pre-test in February, 1994 led to changes in instrument construction, truncation of the Likert 
scales and refinement of wording and definitions to improve the instrument’s face validity.
These efforts resulted in a 63 item self-administered survey.
The instrument was organized into three sections. Section one solicited demographic 
information through eight dichotomous variables about gender; racial background; sexual 
preference; and, years of service in the organization.
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Section two had two parts and sought employee perceptions about the previously mentioned 
factors. The first part of section two determined employee level of “fulfillment" through 10 
graphic rating scale questions on a one (Mostly Unfulfilled) to five (Mostly Fulfilled) Likert Scale. 
This section also contained one question pertaining to employee perceptions about their level of 
success in the organization on a one (Unsuccessful) to five (Successful) Likert Scale. It also 
included one question pertaining to level of career expectations on a one (Not at all) to five 
(Completely Met) Likert Scale.
The second part of section two measured employee perceptions about 38 diversity related 
statements. Respondents rated each statement on a one (Not True) to five (Very True) Likert 
Scale. The variables measured employee perceptions about factors of self-esteem (i.e., I am 
treated with respect), groups (i.e., I believe white employees are treated better than non-white 
employees), relations (i.e.. There is tension between cultural groups), and management (i.e., top 
management supports diversity at all levels of the organization).
Section three was a series of four open-ended questions asking respondents to comment on 
specific aspects of the organization including promotion requirements and suggestions for 
improvement in the diversity culture. Respondents could also make general comments about 
the organization's diversity culture.
C. Validity and Reliability
1. Instrum ent Validity: The instrument had a dual purpose. It was first designed to measure 
results in the organization. Secondly, it was designed to be standardized for use in other non­
profit organizations. Multiple uses required different validation criteria.
For use in the organization, content and criterion validity were considered. Content validation 
occurred by utilizing questions derived from the diversity Literature. Additional variables, 
definitions, and suggestions to streamline the existing variables for clarity and appearance were 
solicited from the organization’s Diversity Council during a series of meetings. Changes 
resulting from these meetings were included in the final instrument. The primary investigator’s 
thesis committee also reviewed the instrument. Committee members made suggestions
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resulting in the addition of open-ended questions and the change in format of the "fulfillment" 
items to graphic rating scale variables.
Ten variables from the first diversity audit were also part the instrument in this study. Since 
the probability sample came from the sam e organization, comparing the results of these 
variables was possible. The wording of variables from the first instrument was similar to the 
instrument in this experiment.
The first instrument used a 10 point Likert Scale. Variable means were recalculated to fit a 
five point scale, making comparison to variables in this experiment possible. On the 10 point 
scale, points one and two were recalculated to equal point one on the five point scale. The 
remainder of the means were recalculated in the sam e manner.
The group mean variance in the sum of the m eans between the instrument in this study and 
the first was .05. The percent difference in the sum of the means ranged from .093 to .008 for 
the variables in common. Although there was a slight difference between means on these 
questions, the difference in percentage between the new and old figures was small enough to 
suggest there was criterion validity.
Variability in these figures could have been related to reliability problems with the first 
survey. In that survey, the Cronbach’s  alpha coefficient was .79 (a = .79). This could cause 
differences in results on similar questions between the first and second surveys. The absence of 
published data for comparison lessened the criterion validity in this instance. To fully determine 
criterion validity in the future, a re-test of this instrument will be necessary. To standardize this 
instrument, construct validity was established through factor analysis (see below).
There were additional threats to internal validity, including differential selection, mortality, 
testing effect, instrumentation, and reactive effects. Threats resulting from history and 
maturation were ruled out due to the short length of time for the study (two weeks).
Differential selection was handled through the probability sampling method and the resulting 
confidence intervals, described earlier. Mortality was accounted for through the enlistment of 
organizational management and component directors to support the completion of the survey by 
the respondents.
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The control for testing effects was the length of time between tests, approximately eight 
months. In addition, the visual format of the instrument was changed from white to pink paper, 
the length of the instrument was reduced from 75 variables to 63, open-ended questions were 
added, and other sections of the instrument were reformatted to lessen the possibility of testing 
effect.
Instrumentation threats were present because of the new instrument designed for this study. 
This threat was reduced through the development of appropriate questions to operationalize the 
planned factors mentioned earlier. Additionally, the measurement of the alpha and split-half 
coefficients determined intemal consistency, demonstrating the lack of instrumentation threats in 
this study. These coefficients are discussed below.
Reactive effects were considered because of the measurement of sensitive areas of diversity 
and corporate culture. Also, threats from statistical regression were recognized. The possible 
effects from these two categories were reduced by randomization of the sample.
Threats to extemal validity included the specificity of variables, reactive effects, and 
researcher bias. The specificity of variables was lessened through the instrument creation 
process. The use of published instrument items, consultation with the Diversity Council, and 
thesis committee lessened the chance variables were designed too specifically for this 
population.
Reactive effects were accounted for in the sam e manner described earlier. Researcher bias 
was controlled for by the use of consultation with other professionals.
The purpose of this instrument was to generalize from the sample to the population in this 
organization only. Further testing of a larger sample from a wider non-profit organization 
population is necessary tiefore any attempts to generalize beyond this organization could occur.
2. Instrument Reliability
The survey used in Study A was developed to measure six factors with 63 total variables, four 
demographic variables and five open-ended questions. Of the 54 graphic rating scale variables, 
12 were dropped to improve reliability. This resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .93,
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(a=.93) for the remaining 42 variables. This indicated a high level of intemal consistency, 
exceeding the predetermined goal of .75 (a=.75) for this study.
To further determine intemal consistency, split-half reliability was checked. Two split-half 
tests were performed. In the first test, the 42 variables were divided evenly. Part one included 
variables one to 21 and part two, variables 22 to 42. The second test split the variables into 
parts by odd-even variable numbers. For example, part one included variables alternating from 
one through 41 while part two included variables alternating from two through 42. Test one 
resulted in a split half alpha for part one of .89 and for part two, .90 (a=.89; a=.90). Test two 
resulted in alpha coefficients of .88 for part one and .85 for part two (a=.88; a=.85). See Table 3 
for a comparison of initial and final alpha for the three tests. A copy of the instrument in final 
form is included as Appendix A. A report on reliability testing is included as Appendix B.
Table 3: Three T ests o f Reliability for Instrument in Phase A.
Reliability Test Initial Alpha Final Alpha
(Cronbach's Alpha) a  = .77 a =  .93
Split Half - T est One* Part 1 : a  = .88 Part 1 : a  = .89
Part 2: a  = .84 P a rt2: a  = .9 0
Split Half - Test Two* Part 1 : a  = .76 Part 1 : a  = .88
Part 2: a  = .69 Part 2; a  = .85
* Each half contained 21 item s
Additional threats to reliability included measurement and random error. Measurement error 
possibilities included the differences in gender, cultural background, and years of experience of 
the respondents. To prepare the data for the best possible result, efforts to ensure similarity 
between the probability sample and population occurred in the sampling procedure. This 
provided a satisfactory control of these issues.
Another category of issues that could have resulted in lower reliability was the respondent’s 
personal style. There could have been a tendency to respond in socially desirable ways to the 
serious and sensitive nature of the variables in this study. This tendency could have been 
internally generated by the respondent or result from inter or intra-group peer pressure. The 
attempt to keep the identities of each respondent anonymous lessened the effect of peer 
pressure. However, the intemal desire to answer in a socially desirable manner was an issue to
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consider during analyses. It was surmised that variables at either extremes on the scale (one or 
five) may have suggested a problem for consideration during data analyses.
Random error possibilities related to control of the testing methods, setting, and atmosphere 
were a threat to reliability. The decision to perform testing through inner-office mail reduced the 
ability to control for these variables. However, the standardization of survey completion 
instructions, anonymity of the primary investigator, respondent anonymity, and the imposition of 
a two-week time limit were attempts to control for random error possibilities.
D. Factor Analysis
To help interpret the results of this study and standardize the instrument, factor analysis was 
employed to group variables into distinct pattems that described the theoretical constructs in 
question. The variables were organized into factors highly correlated with each other and 
uncorrelated with other factors. This helped explain the results and assist with future testing of 
the same constructs with other populations.
A correlation matrix was developed for the 42 variables in the survey. Most of the coefficients 
in the matrix were greater than .30 and had a large correlation with at least one other variable. 
These high correlation coefficients were sufficient for factor analysis.
The anti-image correlation matrix is the negative of the partial correlation coefficient. A 
suitable proportion of low coefficients was present, therefore, factor analysis was appropriate.
In a further test of the appropriateness of this model, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 
Sampling Adequacy (KMO) was used to compare the magnitudes of the observed correlation 
coefficients to the magnitudes of the partial correlation coefficients. The KMO measure 
determined the extent to which the correlations between variables were explained by other 
variables. KMO scores from .70 to 1.0 are considered appropriate for factor analysis. The KMO 
score for this instrument was .78.
Principal components analysis was used to extract factors. According to Kaiser (1960), all 
factors with eigenvalues over 1.0 should be used. Cattell (1966) proposed the scree test to 
determine the appropriate number of factors. The scree test plots the eigenvalues of all factors 
exceeding 1.0, the equivalent of a single variable.
36
The Kaiser model identified nine factors. The Cattell method identified five (see Figure 1). 
To determine which criteria to use, data was generated using both methods. Data from the two 
models were compared to see which model best defined the factors and was the easiest to 
interpret. Based on this selection criteria, the five-factor model was chosen. The nine-factor 
model made the definitions diffuse and difficult to interpret. Five factors best defined the 
theoretical constructs in this study.
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Figure 1: Scree Plot o f Factor A nalysis 
Eigenvalues x A ctors
After extraction, the factors were rotated using the varimax method to create a simple 
structure. The varimax rotation was designed to maximize the variances of the factor loadings 
across variables for each factor, differentiating one factor from another. Variables with factor 
loadings over .48 were judged significant. This Judgment exceeds the .30 cut-off often thought to 
be acceptable (Cudeck & O’Dell, 1994 & Nunnally, 1978). This process led to the elimination of 
two additional variables leaving 40 for the final analyses. Table 4 shows the five defined factors 
following rotation and their respective factor loadings. Appendix C contains the factors, 
questions, factor loadings, and alpha coefficients for each factor.
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Factor scores were calculated using the regression method. Each score had a mean of zero 
and standard deviation of 1.0. Since the principal components analysis was used for factor 
extraction, the factor scores were considered exact. These scores were utilized for statistical 
analyses.
To complete this analysis, each factor was checked for intemal consistency. Factor alpha 
ranged from .79 (Factor Four) to .92 (Factor Two). These findings were sufficiently high to 
determine that each factor was internally consistent (see Table 4 and Appendix B).
To test for goodness-of-fit, a reproduced correlation matrix was generated. This was a report of 
the matrix that would have resulted if there were indeed only five factors to explain all of the 
data. It showed the estimated correlation coefficients below the diagonal and the residuals, or 
the difference between the observed correlation coefficients and the estimated coefficients, 
above the diagonal.
For goodness-of-fit, less than 50 percent of the residuals would have been > 0.05. This 
model reported 36 percent > 0.05. Therefore, the five factor model was appropriate for the data.
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Table 4: Defined Factors, Variable Number, Factor Loadings, and Alpha Coefficients*
FI : Diversity 
Culture
F2: Em ployee Satisfaction F3: Diversity Issues F4: Diversity Ideals FS: Societal Ism’s
042 .824 023; .804 047: .793 057: .756 032: .853
035 .736 036: .762 051: .759 053: .755 041: .852
027 .763 025: .746 049: .727 058: .681 029: .722
044 .725 016: .730 045: .614 059: .648 040: .720
034 .717 020: .680 062: .506 063: .550 031: .614
048 .710 055: .634
0 30 .661 046: .627
028 .599 050: -.606
033 .534 056: .605
038 .493 054: .567
037 .489 052: .548
a = .91 a = .92 a = .81 a = .79 a = .85
043, D60, 017, 061 , & 039  w ere dropped for Factor Loadings Below .49. Refer to  Table 5 for Q uestions.
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CHAPTER FOUR: Data Analysis & Discussion
A. Data Analysis Techniques
There were three phases of data analysis. The first described the survey data in Phase A by 
grouping variables. Variables were grouped by designated factors, discussed in Chapter Three. 
Univariate statistics were generated to describe the data and determine areas for further 
statistical analyses. Factor scores were generated, also for use in statistical analyses.
Descriptive statistics are included as Appendix D.
The second phase explored possible relationships between variables in Phase A. A 
correlation matrix was generated for each variable and by factor score using the independent 
variables gender, race, and years of service. The correlation matrices are included as Appendix
E. One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was utilized where relationships of significance 
were indicated to examine possible differences between groups. ANOVA results are included as 
Appendix F.
The third phase of data analysis reported on Phase B, the compensation study. Univariate 
statistics and a correlation matrix were used to determine potential relationships of significance 
between the variables of gender, race, and years of service. Results from ANOVA were reported 
for variables with relationships of significance to further test the hypothesis there were no 
differences between groups. Table 5 contains a list of variables and variable numbers for 
reference.
B. Analyses & Discussion
Relevant data from Phase A was presented for each grouping variable by factor. Findings 
were interpreted for variables in each factor demonstrating meaningful results. Individual 
variables were reviewed only if their results were meaningful beyond their factor meaning.
1. Factor One: Diversity Climate
Factor One measured the Diversity Climate’ of the organization and had 11 variables. Data 
indicated respondents agreed the organization’s diversity climate was positive. All variable
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Table S: Variables and Variable Numbers
1. D16: On-The-Job Training*
2. D20: Encouragement to improve yourself*
3. D23: Opportunity for advancement within the organization*
4. 025: The extent that your career expectations have been met*
5. 027: There is staff diversity at all levels
6. 028: Supervisors have a  track record of hiring and promoting diverse staff.
7. 029: Racial, ethnic, gender, and sexual orientation jokes are tolerated.
8. 030: I have no trouble communicating with people from racial groups different than my own.
9. 031 : I am afraid to disagree with m embers of other racial and/or gender groups for fear of being called
prejudiced, racist, or sexist.
10. 032: There is tension between racial groups.
11. 033: I feel comfortable talking to my immediate supervisor about diversity issues.
12. 034: I feel accepted.
13. 035: This organization values diversity.
14. 036: I feel I have a s  good a chance a s  anytiody to be promoted to the next open position for which I am
qualified for.
15. 037: People are promoted based only on their qualifications, not on their race or gender background.
16. 038: I think that working with people from diverse backgrounds makes our organization more effective.
17. 040: Racism within the organization m akes it harder for me to do my job.
18. 041: I think this organization does a  poor job of managing diversity.
19: 042: Top management supports diversity at all levels of the organization.
20. 044: This organization does an excellent job of managing diversity.
21. 045: There is a high turnover rate among minority employees.
22. 046: I feel appreciated by management.
23. 047: Management should pay less attention to managing diversity in this organization.
24. 048: No changes are needed in the way the organization m anages diversity.
25. 049: Sexual harassm ent is a problem.
26. 050: “Who” I know is more important for my future in the organization than “w h af I know.
27. 051. Minority employees are allowed more freedom by their supervisors than are white employees.
28. 052: I am allowed to be myself.
29. 053: Being “color-blind” is an important supervisory characteristic.
30. 054: My performance is evaluated fairly, not trased on my race or gender.
31. 055: I am treated with respect.
32. 056: I am asked to contribute to important decisions in the organization that effect my job.
33. 057: Everyone must be treated the same.
34. 058: Oiversity does not effect my ability to perform on the job in this organization.
35. 059: I am comfortable with change.
36. 062: Management should pay more attention to managing diversity in this organization.
37. 063: My background is important to the organization.
38: 067: W hat does it take to get promoted?**
39. 068: W hat are the main problems with diversity in this organization?**
40: 070: W hat suggestions do you have that would help this organization provide a  better environment for you to 
work with people who are different than you?**
41. 071 : Please make any other comm ents you may have about diversity management in this organization.
"Answered on a one (Not at all) to  five (Completely met) Likert Scale.
**Open-ended questions
The remainder were answered on  a one (Not true) to  five (Very True) Likert scale.
means approached or exceeded 4.0 with the exception of variable D37 regarding promotion 
criteria, discussed later.
There was little difference within gender or years of service groups. Caucasian and African- 
American respondents reported similarly on most questions. African-American respondents
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scored at or above the full sample mean on seven of the 11 variables. In spite of the slight 
differences, data indicated African-Americans approved of the diversity culture in this 
organization.
Hispanic respondents reported lower scores on all variables with the exception of D38. This 
group scored the diversity climate low, even though they reported a somewhat higher feeling of 
acceptance (D34) than their other responses suggested. One indication of their group strength 
was the relative lack of variability of their responses compared to other groups. Table 6 shows 
the responses to the variables in Factor One.
A correlation matrix was generated to measure the strength of association between the 
independent and dependent variables in this factor. Data indicated the variable “race” was 
significant a t -.01 o r -.001 with eight of the 11 variables in Factor One (p= -.01; p = -.001). The 
variable “race” also demonstrated a significant relationship with Factor One at .01 ( p=.01) when 
factor scores were used as the dependent variable.
The significant negative correlations appeared to indicate that as the responses of 
Caucasians increased the responses of African-Americans and Hispanics decreased. This 
hypothesis required further analyses.
One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and the Modified Least Significant Difference (LSD) 
test results demonstrated differences between groups for all variables in Factor One.
Differences were also indicated when factor scores were used as  the dependent variables.
One-Way ANOVA results rejected the null hypothesis there were no differences between 
groups related to Factor One. They demonstrated that the Caucasian and Hispanic employee 
groups represented the groups with the most significant differences. Consistently, Caucasian 
responses were represented on the positive slope while Hispanics responses were on the 
negative slope. The dichotomy in responses were mirror-image between these groups. As 
positive as the Caucasian group was about the diversity climate, the Hispanic group was 
negative on the sam e variable cluster.
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On each variable and by factor, African-Americans represented the mid-range of responses 
between the other groups, not significantly different on their own. Scores for this group were 
closer in comparison to the Caucasian group, but not to a significant extent.
Based on these results, the diversity climate was not effective in this organization per Thomas’ 
(1990) definition suggesting that an effective diversity climate was positive for all employees. 
What was working for Caucasian and African-American employees clearly was not for the 
Hispanic group.
These results were demonstrated by the respondents indication that changes were needed in 
the diversity culture in this organization (Variable D48). This m essage was consistently reported 
across all groups. Open-ended question responses verified this finding. It was obvious the 
Hispanic group would insist changes were needed. However, for Caucasians, and to a lesser 
extent African-Americans, this result was inconsistent with their opinions about the diversity 
culture.
This finding could have reflected the employee’s desire for continuous improvement in this 
area, especially supposing there was an interaction between the lower employee satisfaction 
scores and the diversity culture (see below). For the Caucasian group, the call for changes could 
have also been based on other factors including the recognition of the differences in satisfaction 
of the other groups. This group may well have realized that Hispanic and African-American 
employees were not receiving the sam e benefits and/or opportunities afforded Caucasian 
employees.
There was also the possibility that the Caucasian employee group did not mean that changes 
were needed to benefit minority employees. Since “changes” was not defined, Caucasian 
employees may have been suggesting the organization worked too hard to benefit minority 
employees. There was some indication of this attitude in the responses to the open-ended 
questions.
Another problem area that could have been driving this response was the belief promotion 
criteria and opportunity for advancement were poor (see next section). African-American 
employees were most likely responding based on this assumption. While they rated the diversity
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climate positively, ttiere were indications, discussed in detail in the following sections, there were 
problems in this organization not necessarily related to the diversity climate. It was also possible 
that African-American employees, while being satisfied with the diversity climate, realized they 
had not reached parity with the Caucasian employee group in this organization.
These results could also have been the result of measurement errors, especially social 
desirability and testing effects. While appropriate steps were taken to control for these issues 
like randomization, guarantee of anonymity, and testing time restrictions, the possibility of some 
effect remained.
Another issue was the lack of comparative data in the literature to provide a context for 
interpretation. Without other published organizational data for comparison, the ability to attach 
the value labels of positive or negative to the results was affected.
In the context of these possibilities, it was speculated the call for changes was related to the 
interaction of problematic employee satisfaction scores for some groups, disillusionment with 
promotion and advancement opportunities by all groups, and the employee’s desire for 
continuous improvement.
2. Factor Two: Employee Satisfaction
Overall, respondents were moderately satisfied in this organization (see Table 7). 
Respondents felt strongly about the level of respect they were afforded by the organization 
(D55), and that evaluation criteria was not based race or gender (D54). Data also indicated they 
were dissatisfied with their opportunity for advancement in the organization (D23).
Caucasian respondents reported most positively on all questions in this factor, exceeding the 
sample mean on all variables except D50. African-American and Hispanic respondents were 
less satisfied. On only one variable did they exceed the overall mean (D50). Similar to scores 
on Factor One, Hispanic respondents were least satisfied.
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Table G: Factor 1 - Diversity Climate - Means & Standard Deviation by Race
Group D42 D35 D27 D44 D34 D48 D30 D28 D33 D38 D37
Full 3.72
1.25
3.79
1.25
3.44
1.33
3.26
1.18
3.91
1.09
2.53
1.31
4.07
1.09
3.41
1.24
4.00
1.14
4.56
.71
2.95
1.38
W hite 4.14
1.00
4.22
.87
3.94
.97
3.55
.94
4.20
.87
2.86
1.21
4.12
.78
3.94
.94
4.18
.93
4.51
.77
3.27
1.37
Black 3.71
1.01
3.81
1.21
3.38
1.28
3.33
1.32
3.62
1.36
2.57
1.36
4.38
1.07
2.95
1.32
3.67
1.53
4.62
.67
2.71
1.31
Hisp. 1,82
.87
1.82
.87
1.36
.67
1.82
.87
3.18
.98
1.00
.00
3.27
1.85
1.91
.54
3.82
1.08
4.64
.50
2.00
1.10
a = .91; Variables scored on 1 (Not True) - 5 (Very True) Likert Scale
All groups surveyed reported a lower level of employee satisfaction than for the diversity 
climate. Hispanic and African-American respondents reported significantly lower satisfaction 
ratings than Caucasian employees.
Table 7: Factor 2 : Em ployee Satisfaction M eans & Standard Deviations by Race
Group D23 D3G D25 DIG D20 D56 046 D50 D5G D64 D52
Full 2.70
1.32
3.16
1.48
3.24
1.13
3.06
1.17
3.43
1.33
4.05
1.07
3.11
1.40
3.01
1.46
3.06
1.56
4.06
1.10
3.85
1.17
W hite 3.00
1.31
3.88
1.29
3.51
1.10
3.22
1.16
3.67
1.28
4.37
.91
3.49
1.37
2.69
1.37
3.57
1.41
4.27
1.04
4.12
1.09
Black 2.43
1.12
2.33
1.11
3 0 0
1.05
2.67
1.24
3.33
1.35
3.81
1.17
2.62
1.32
3.24
1.55
2.43
1.43
3.71
1.10
3 62 
1.28
Hisp. 1.91
1.38
1.55
.52
2.46
1.04
3.09
.94
2.55
1.21
3.09
.94
2.36
1.12
4.00
1.26
2.00
1.55
3.82
1.25
3.09
.94
a = .92; Variables D23, DIG, D20 scored on 1 (Mostly Unfulfilled) - 5 (Mostly Fulfilled) scale; D2S on a 1 (Not at All ) - 
5 (Completely Met) scale; Others scored on 1 (Not True) - 5 (Very True) Likert Scale.
The correlation matrix generated during phase two indicated the independent variable “race” 
had a significant relationship with seven of the 11 variables in this factor at either -.01 or -.001 
(p= -.01 ; p= -.001). A significant relationship was also found between the variable “race” and 
Factor Two when factor scores were used as the dependent variable (p= -.001).
One-Way ANOVA results demonstrated a significant difference between groups, again 
showing the Caucasian and Hispanic groups representing the most significant differences. As a 
group, African-Americans represented the mid-range between Caucasians and Hispanics.
Primary dissatisfaction revolved around the opportunity for advancement and promotion 
criteria. Both groups, Hispanic and African-American, reported serious dissatisfaction in these 
areas. These findings had implications for the organization and the diversity management field.
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From an organizational standpoint, they suggested the diversity climate was not the most 
important factor in determining employee satisfaction. African-Americans appeared to believe 
the organization was managing diversity well, but not providing the factors necessary to generate 
comparable employee satisfaction.
There were indications in the survey data and open ended question responses that promotion 
and advancement was based on personal relationships with management and not performance- 
based criteria. While most employees agreed their performance was not evaluated based on 
race or gender. This could have been misleading. Most African-American and Hispanic 
employees were employed in low-level counselor positions, supervised by lower level 
supervisors who may have not had the authority to make promotion decisions. It was also 
possible a significant number of these employees had immediate supervisors of the same 
background, although this was unlikeiy. If either of these scenarios were true then the problem 
would have apparently been with higher level supervisors or component management.
The discrepancies between employee satisfaction and diversity climate reflected on the 
diversity management field, even though what follows was purely speculative. The results of this 
study cannot be generalized beyond this organization. However, these trends do create 
dissonance regarding the claims made by many leaders in the diversity management field. The 
diversity management literature suggested the diversity climate in an organization was highly 
correlated with the development of employee satisfaction and, therefore, improved performance 
and commitment to the organization. As was cited earlier, these claims have never been 
confirmed by empirical means.
The findings in this study brought this issue to the fore. If the diversity climate was the single 
most important issue in determining organizational outcome then, by default, diversity 
management programs were the single most important management strategy an organization 
could implement. Authors backed their statements with anecdotal accounts of success and 
dramatic predictions about a future demographic revolution, even though these claims were 
challenged in the literature.
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Evidence gathered from the literature demonstrated that diverse work groups were ultimately 
more effective than heterogeneous work groups. However, it was never proven that diversity 
management programs had a causal relationship with the development of these groups. No 
statistical connection had been published to bolster these claims by diversity management 
professionals.
The present study exposed this gap in the diversity management field for this organization. If 
a highly positive diversity climate did not ensure a corresponding level of employee satisfaction 
then organizations may need to view diversity management as part of a larger management 
strategy and not as a single m eans to an end.
From a social work, advanced generalist perspective it would be inappropriate to think of any 
single initiative being solely responsible for employee satisfaction and/or improved 
organizational performance. The advanced generalist would look at the organizational system to 
assess the various individual, cultural, organizational, environmental, and socio-political issues 
helping co-create the context in which any intervention strategy should occur. These systemic 
factors should be considered when designing an appropriate evaluation plan for the organization.
Systems theory postulates that situations be defined contextually, accounting for the various 
impacts across the systemic spectrum. In this context, the claims made by the diversity 
management field were not based in systems theory and violated the basic assumptions of the 
advanced generalist perspective.
What cannot be determined by this study was the impact of the diversity climate on the 
reported levels of employee satisfaction. It could be concluded that while diversity climate was 
important in this organization, especially with African-American and Hispanic respondents, it was 
not the most important issue for the employees related to satisfaction.
This survey was not designed to measure employee satisfaction in depth, but only within the 
context of diversity. Therefore, no claims are made to suggest this was true. However, within 
the context of this study, there was reason to be interested in the validity of the claims made by 
the diversity management field.
3. Factor Five: Societal “Isms”
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Factor five reported on the respondent’s perceptions about the impact of ‘Societal Ism’s ’ in the 
organization (see Table 8). Societal ism’s included racism, institutional racism, and sexism.
Data indicated respondents were unsure about how the organization handled these issues. 
Responses to all variables for the full sample were in the middle to high 2.0 range, suggesting 
some uncertainty.
While the group was undecided about tension between cultural groups, Hispanics agreed it 
existed (D32). Data indicated that racial, ethnic, gender and sexual orientation jokes were 
tolerated (D29). Hispanic respondents seemed to agree most strongly that racism made it 
difficult to perform their job (D40). African-American respondents disagreed most strongly with 
this statement.
On a variable measuring institutional racism (D41), Hispanics agreed the organization did a 
poor job of managing diversity. In response to variable D31, respondents reported being 
unafraid to disagree with members of other cultural groups for fear of being called prejudiced, 
racist, or sexist. Data indicated that Hispanics were least afraid, followed closely by African- 
Americans.
The correlation matrix demonstrated a significant relationship between the independent 
variable “climate” and D31 at -.30 (p= -.30). Results from ANOVA demonstrated that 
Caucasians were significantly more “afraid” to disagree with members from other groups for fear 
of being called racist, prejudiced, or sexist.
This finding was not unexpected. This was most likely the result of long term social 
conditioning, white male “guilt” for past discrimination and racism, and a sensitivity to “political 
correctness”, developing since the civil rights movement in the 1960’s. These results had 
ramifications for the organization and the diversity management field.
In the organization, it appeared Caucasians may not confront their African-American and/or 
Hispanic colleagues based on the fear of being labeled. If this trend carried over into clinical 
decision-making, the quality of services would be compromised. Also, at the clinical decision­
making level the lack of confrontation would reduce the benefits diversity was supposed to 
provide the organization.
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From the diversity management perspective, an open diversity climate would be impossible 
to achieve if this fear of being labeled existed in the larger population. If so this would lessen the 
positive impact of diversity management programming on an organization’s ability to fulfill their 
mission, goals and objectives.
Table 8: Factor 5 - Societal Ism’s, Means & Standard Deviations by Race
Groups D32 D41 D29 D40 D31
Full 2,85
1.27
2.49
1.23
2.59
1.34
2.30
1.49
2.01
1.24
White 2.69
1.19
2.27
1.08
2,49
1.31
2.10
1.31
2.31
1.26
Black 2.95
1.47
2.24
1.09
2.24
1.26
2.05
1.12
1.76
1.22
Hispanic 3.36
1.12
4.00
1.10
3.73
1.10
3.27
1.35
1.18
.60
a = .85; Variables scored  on a 1 (Not True) - 5 (Very True) Likert Scale
C. Compensation Study
Table 9 contains demographic information for the population involved in the compensation 
study. The data represents 100 percent of the organization's compensated employee population 
on December 1, 1994.
Table 9: Frequency Distributions for Com pensation Study Population
Category Frequency Percent (%)
Male 79 39.5
Female 121 60.5
Total 200 100
Caucasian 118 59
Black 54 27
Hispanic 26 13
Native Amer. 1 .5
Asian 1 .5
Total 200 100
Full-Time 151 75.5
Part-Time 49 24.5
Total 200 100
3 yrs. or less 112 56
3 + yrs. 88 44
Total 200 100
Table 10 shows the comparison between mean scores for hourly pay and years of service 
for each group. The organization’s average hourly rate was $11.32 with a 3.51 year average 
length of service. African-Americans average hourly pay was $1.83 per hour below the 
organization’s average and $3.19 below Caucasian employees (see Appendix G, 2-3). African- 
American’s mean years of service was comparable to Caucasians (3.19 to 3.89 yrs).
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The average pay for Hispanic employees was $1.58 per hour below the organization mean 
and $2.94 below Caucasians (see Appendix G, 2-3). Hispanic employees averaged 2.78 years 
of service, more than 1 years less than Caucasians.
Table 10: Mean Hourly W ages & Years o f Service by Group
Group Hourly Pay Yrs of Svc.
Full Sample 11.32 3.51
Caucasian 12.68 3.89
African-Amer. 9.49 3.19
Hispanic 9.74 2.78
Native Amer. 10.47 .70
Asian 7.69 .70
Table 10 also describes salary and wage differences between full and part-time employees and 
the years of service groups (see Appendix G, 5 & 6).
Table 11 further explores these issues by providing a comparison for each racial group by 
position classification. There were 10 job categories in the organization. Each classification 
grouped similar job functions. Each class was categorized into three levels. Level One was 
reserved for supervisors of that classification, level two for more experienced employees, and 
level three for employees with less experience and new hires. Placement of employees on level 
two or three was based on supervisor’s discretion. For this study the classifications of 
“Manager”, “Director”, and “Executive” were collapsed into one. That left seven classifications 
for comparison.
African-Americans were represented at the Director and Executive level and members of this 
group held three level one supervisor positions. Converting the proportions from in-group to 
organization-wide percentages, African-Americans comprised 10 percent of the available 
supervisory positions. Caucasians held 78 percent of the total supervisory positions.
Sixty-two percent of the African-American population held counselor positions. These 
positions had the lowest average hourly wage rate in the organization. In addition, 81 percent of 
that group held level three counselor positions with average pay below the rest of the 
organization. Few African-Americans were employed in the more highly paid classifications of 
Clinical Specialist (CS), Prevention Specialist (PS), and Financial Associate (FA) (see also 
Appendix G, 4). Hispanic employees were also less represented at the supervisor level than
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other groups, holding four percent of the total supervisor positions in the organization. Fifty-six 
percent of the Hispanic employee population was employed at the counselor level. Seventy-one 
percent of this group was at the counselor level 3 (see Appendix G, 4). Beyond the counselor 
concentration, the bulk of the remaining Hispanic employees were evenly divided between the 
Clinical Specialist (CS) and Administrative Associate (AA) levels at 16 percent.
From the organizational perspective, the counselor level was the least paid group (see 
Appendix G, 7). For comparison, the average counselor level 3 employee was paid 19 cents per 
hour more than the average secretary level 3 employee (AA 3). However, the classification as a 
whole averaged 20 cents per hour less than the AA classification.
Table 11: Position Classification: Average Wage, & Race Distribution by Classification
Class* Avq. Pay $ White #:% Black #  : % Hispanic #:%
FA1" 12.68 5 :4 .4 0 :0 .0 0 :0 .0
FA 2 11.94 2 :1 .8 0 :0 .0 0 :0 .0
FA 3 8.69 4 :3 .5 1 :1 .7 0 :0 .0
Total 10.89 1 1 : 9.7 1 : 1.7 0 : 0 0
AA1" 10.26 4 :3 .5 0 : 0.0 0 :0 .0
AA2 9.51 6 :5 .3 1 :1 .7 2 :8 .0
AA3 7.60 2 :1 .8 6 : 10.0 2 :8 .0
Total 8.56 1 2 :1 0 .6 7 :1 1 .7 4 :1 6 .0
PS1" 14.66 1 : .9 0 :0 .0 0 :0 .0
PS 2 12.71 3 :2 .7 1 :1 .7 1 :4 .0
PS 3 10.47 5 :4 .4 1 :1 .7 0 :0 .0
Total 11.75 9 :8 .0 2 : 3 . 4 1 : 4 0
Couns. 1" 11.85 3 :2 .7 1 : 1 7 1 : 4 0
Counselor 2 9.88 4 :3 .5 6 : 10.0 3 :1 2 .0
Counselor 3 7.79 2 4 :2 1 .2 30 : 50.0 1 0 :4 0 .0
Total 8.36 31 : 27.4 37 :61.7 1 4: 56.0
CS 1" 16.21 7 :6 .2 2 :3 .3 1 :4 .0
C S 2 15.69 16: 14.2 2 :3 .3 2 :8 .0
C S 3 14.25 8 :7 .1 3 :5 .0 1 :4 .0
Total 15.39 31 : 27.4 7 :11.6 4 : 16.0
TS 1" 12.69 2 :1 .8 0 :0 .0 0 :0 .0
T S2 9.86 0 :0 .0 1 : 1 . 7 0 :0 .0
T S3 8.73 3 :2 .7 0 :  0.0 2 :8 .0
Total 9.86 5 : 4 . 5 1 : 1 .7 2 : 8 . 0
Manager 14.40 5 :4 .4 1 :1 .7 0 :0 .0
Director 19.46 3 :2 .7 2 :3 .3 0 :0 .0
Executive*" 22.41 6 : 5 3 2 :3 .3 0 :0 .0
Total 19.10 1 4 : 1 2 . 4 5 : 8 . 3 0 : 0 . 0
TOTAL % 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
+Native American = 1 in category 22; Asian = 1 in category 63. "Signifies Supervisor position, 
positions unclassified.
"Includes other
Although these statistics indicated compensation differences between most groups, they did not 
provide a detailed analysis. A correlation matrix was generated, testing the dependent variable 
hourly wages’ with the independent variable “race”.
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To further test the hypothesis, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to specify the nature 
of the group differences revealed in the correlation matrix. ANOVA would also reveal any 
possible significant relationships resulting from the interaction of up to four variables.
Appendix F shows the interactions between variables where significant differences between 
groups occurred. Significant differences resulted from the main effects of all variables (F < 
.0001), and culture (F < .0001). Therefore, the hypothesis that there were no differences in 
compensation was rejected. These results verified the presence of difference between racial 
groups when controlling for position classification.
Discrepancies in level of compensation between racial groups was thought to have resulted 
from employee distribution across Job classifications. While this explanation probably ruled out 
pay discrimination, it raised other concems needing attention in the organization.
While Hispanic employees were dissatisfied with the organization’s climate, African- 
Americans were not. It was surprising they rated the organization’s diversity climate highly, 
given the compensation and employee satisfaction issues. Assuming there were minimal 
sampling and testing errors involved, this information exposed a potentially explosive problem.
The narrow distribution of minorities across the job classification system could be related to a 
lack of qualified candidates in the larger population or to poor internal personnel development 
procedures. Survey data, including responses to the open-ended questions, seemed to indicate 
the latter. It was beyond the scope of this study to evaluate the former.
Job classification was an important factor in determining an employees rate of compensation. 
Assignment to a job classification relied upon several factors including job function, employee 
qualifications, budgetary limitations, and management decision. These results and assumptions 
suggested the organization needed to review their employee development and promotion 
policies to determine the extent this situation could be impacted in the future. It appeared this 
organization did not have an adequate system for developing their employees for promotion.
This organization was apparently competent at hiring minorities for entry-level positions. 
However, they were incompetent at developing these employees for advancement in the 
organization. There was adequate diversity at the direct service level. At the supervisory and
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policy-making level the organization was lacking. Systems theory suggests the ultimate impact 
of diversity at the direct service level would be reduced if the unique perspective of these groups 
were not involved at decision-making levels higher in the organization.
Other areas needing review included performance evaluations and salary increases. Data 
indicated these decisions were based on arbitrary decision-making factors, leaving room for 
differences in criteria and advancement across the organization.
The differences between groups in employment longevity were minimal, not justifying the pay 
discrepancies between groups. This suggested there were barriers to advancement and 
promotion for minorities needing the attention of management.
At the organizational level, the counselor classification had the lowest average hourly rate of 
pay. The counselor classification was clinical in function and probably spent more time with the 
organization’s clients than any other position. Contributing factors to the low rate of pay for this 
classification included the high reliance on part-time employees and, perhaps, budgetary 
constraints. Therefore, the least qualified and lowest paid employees spent the most time in 
clinical contact with the clients of the agency. While client outcome was not part of this study, it 
was reasonable to speculate that this practice impacted organizational goal fulfillment, client 
outcome, and employee satisfaction.
D. Hispanic Employee Population
The data revealed an immediate problem with the Hispanic employee population. This group 
rated the organization poorly across all variables. Comments from the open-ended questions 
confirmed the survey data.
While this data must be interpreted understanding the small sample size, the proportion of 
Hispanic employees included in the random sample exceeded the organization's population by 
one percent. In a small sample there was the possibility of other peer group factors influencing 
the group’s responses. However, the data was strong and the variability relatively low, 
suggesting that testing and sampling issues should not be used to disregard their meaning.
There were no obvious indicators about the cause of the pervasive negativity. The 
opportunity for advancement and promotion variables were consistently mentioned in responses
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to the open-ended questions as area of intense dissatisfaction. This group also suggested they 
tolerated racial and ethnic jokes in the work environment more so than others.
There was one area of investigation not accounted for in this survey that became a weakness 
of this study. There was no attempt to measure the impact of language on this group’s 
perceptions about the organization. The need for more bi-lingual staff was mentioned in open- 
ended question responses. Since there was no data to verify this mention, one could speculate 
that language posed a significant barrier to advancement, involvement, promotion, and 
satisfaction in this organization.
The Hispanic group’s dissatisfaction became a more significant issue when interpreted using 
systems theory. The attitudes and beliefs of the staff were contextually defined by the 
interactions between organization management, program component management, the 
Hispanic employee group, the Hispanic community, and the community at-large. These 
interactions would ultimately impact the quality of care provided clients in the various programs 
where this group was employed. It would be shortsighted and naive to think these issues were 
isoiated to this single group, the employees, within the organization.
E. African-American Employee Group
It was interesting there was no evidence of a more adversarial relationship between African- 
Americans and the organization. African-Americans appeared satisfied with the organization’s 
culture, handling of diversity issues, and societal ism’s. The data suggested that African- 
American employees did not believe racism or diversity effected their ability to function on the 
Job. While this group did report feeling less accepted than Caucasians, their overall perceptions 
of the organization appeared largely unaffected.
This group reported lower employee satisfaction scores compared to other areas. However, 
the differences reported in this category did not appear to reflect the deep dissatisfaction that 
may have been expected based on the compensation and Job classification data described 
earlier.
One possible explanation could be related to the nature of the work involved. Variables 
related to social work values, personal commitment to the client population and the impact these
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issues may have on satisfaction were not included in the study. It was plausible to speculate the 
organization attracted individuals more committed to the client population and/or the 
organization’s specialty area, who were largely unaffected by the issues measured in this survey.
For example, the existence of a significant number of employees with personal substance 
abuse histories, in recovery, could have had an impact on the level of employee concern about 
advancement and opportunity. It was possible the commitment to their clients superseded the 
need to investigate or even care about the issues measured in this study.
Another possibility was related to the notion that people working in the human services did so 
for less pay. Therefore, the lower rates of pay may not have been as noticeable or upsetting as 
they may have been in other organizations not related to the human services. In other words, 
the apparent apathy to the findings in this data may have been the result of attitudes about their 
profession, whether true or not.
Another issue could have been related to the extent of the opportunity for employees to 
compare their position with others in a format allowing for conclusions to be drawn. If this were 
true, ignorance about the these issues may have been a contributing factor in the apparent 
incongruency. Another possibility would relate to the preponderance of part-time employees at 
the counselor level. If a significantly high proportion of the part-time employee pool were 
African-American, the rates of pay and/or willingness to voice concems may have been reduced.
There were also research design errors possibly related to these findings. Given the relative 
small sample size and variability of African-American responses, it was possible some distortion 
was present. Although the sample was randomized, approximately 50 percent of the total 
African-American population was not surveyed. In a sample this size it would be conceivable to 
get slightly different results if the randomization process had determined a different selection 
sequence. However, the likelihood of an unique pattern of employees in alphabetical order that 
would significantly change the results was minimal. The efforts to randomize should have 
accounted for most of the sampling error potential.
There may have been testing and response set errors, especially related to socially desirable 
responses. However, social desirability could also have led to unusually low scores for these
55
variables from this employee group. This result would have been a stronger indication of the 
possibility of social desirability errors.
In addition, the lack of data for comparison from the field makes the determination of value 
difficult. However, given the efforts to control the testing environment and to establish reliability 
of the instrument, these research issues must be placed in context and their effects minimized.
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CHAPTER FIVE: Summary of Conclusions & Recommendations
A. Conclusions
The instrumentation and sampling procedures used in the present study were satisfactory. 
Therefore the results of this study were considered valid and reliable for their intended uses. 
These results could be generalized to the include the larger organization employee population for 
use in the development of an effective diversity management program.
While it appeared this organization had an acceptable diversity climate, there were clearly 
problems related to the Hispanic employee group. As a result, the organization’s diversity 
climate cannot, in fact, be considered effective because of this group’s dissatisfaction.
Therefore, the respondents call for changes in the diversity climate should be heeded. The 
results indicated the need for an effective and credible diversity management program in this 
organization. An effective diversity management program, as part of an overall management 
strategy, would result in improved service delivery and employee ratings of the diversity climate.
This study also indicated the organization had significant issues related to employee 
satisfaction and compensation. While the organization was diverse by race and gender, it did 
not do an adequate job of advancing and utilizing their existing human resources. This was 
effectively demonstrated by the employee’s dissatisfaction with their opportunity for 
advancement and/or promotion in the organization.
There were potentially explosive issues related to minority distribution across all levels of the 
organization and compensation. These issues affected the African-American employee group the 
most, based on their comparatively high diversity climate ratings. However, this group’s  lower 
satisfaction ratings indicated the potential for upheaval was present. These results should serve 
as a warning to the organization’s management that concentrated effort was required to address 
the problems in the short-term.
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This organization did not have satisfactory minority representation in supervisory positions as 
determined by the overall percentages of minority staffing. This resulted in large pay 
discrepancies between racial groups, based on job classification. While this may indeed have 
ruled out the possibility of wage discrimination, it represented a significant deficit in the potential 
contributions these diverse employee were able to make to the overall welfare of the 
organization. These results also indicated there were significant barriers to minority 
advancement in this organization. Therefore, this organization had not benefited from the 
employee diversity it already possessed, and therefore, was not operating at their potential in 
service of their employees or clientele.
Specifically, this organization had a disgruntled Hispanic employee population that needed 
attention. While this group represented a small proportion of the total work force, the systemic 
repercussions of their dissatisfaction would have a dramatic effect on the quality of service 
delivery, and internal and external interpersonal relations. This organization was working from a 
deficit as a result of the problems demonstrated in this study.
The data demonstrated the organization had no significant issues related to employee gender 
or years of service. In fact, women fared better than men in almost all measured categories in 
this organization. Therefore, the “Glass Ceiling”, for women, was not present in this 
organization. Differences between years of service groups were anticipated. The sexual 
preference grouping variable did not get enough response for analysis. Therefore, no conclusion 
could be reached.
B. Recommendations and Future Research Needs
1. Recommendations
The problem areas demonstrated in the current study had many related issues,. Therefore, 
many of the following recommendations, if implemented, would impact across several critical 
areas in the organization.
1. Management should convene a committee representative of staff at all levels and from all 
measured groups, including the board of directors, to review and revise the organization’s 
performance review, salary increment, and promotion criteria. This recommendation involves
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action at ttie policy and procedure levels. Specific suggestions for action resulting from this 
study include the following:
a. Quantify the performance evaluation process through the introduction of empirical 
variables to standardize evaluation throughout the organization. While the instrument may need 
to reflect differences by program component, it would be beneficial to pursue this 
recommendation aggressively.
b. Develop a standardized policy and procedure regarding the active involvement of the 
employee’s peers, subordinates, and perhaps, clientele in the performance evaluation process. 
This policy and procedure should be applied to staff from all levels within the organization 
including program and organization management.
c. Develop a policy and procedure to quantify the criteria for salary and wage increases 
based on the results of the performance evaluation.
d. Develop a policy and procedure regarding the hiring practices of the organization at all 
levels. This policy should include committee hiring with representation of staff from all levels 
within the program component and from other areas in the organization. A significant part of this 
recommendation includes the development of a rating system to objectify hiring decisions to the 
greatest possible degree.
These recommendations follow directly from the results obtained in this study. The focus on 
standardization is not an attempt to devalue the importance of allowing program director and/or 
supervisor discretion, which must also be accounted for in the development of these policies. 
However, it was made clear by the employee sample that there appears to be too much latitude 
afforded supervisors and management. From an organizational standpoint these 
recommendations make sense. Reducing subjectivity and involving staff from all levels will 
reduce the prospects of discrimination claims in the future.
These recommendations may also address the employee satisfaction issue in the 
organization. By quantifying employee’s chances for advancement and pay increases, they may 
begin to believe their future fortunes are more related to their performance and less to their 
supervisor or director’s  personal choices.
59
Policies of this nature would help involve employees in program and/or organization-wide 
decision-making, possibly having an empowering effect. Employee involvement in the operation 
of their respective component and with peers may also improve when they realize their future 
standing is in part related to how they interact with clients and peers on a daily basis. This may 
positively influence employee investment in the overall well-being of the program where they 
work and thus, the organization as a whole.
2. Management should immediately convene a representative committee to review and 
implement a revised internal staff development program. The development program should 
include the following initiatives:
a. Institute a comprehensive in-service training program available to all staff at every level of 
the organization. Training topics should include clinical, administrative, and personal growth 
subjects. Part of this initiative would be to ensure staff have the time available for attendance 
and participation.
To encourage attendance and participation, a policy could be developed mandating a 
curriculum for every employee each year. However, this would not be recommended at this 
time. An incentive approach for employees who attend a defined amount of training would be a 
more positive approach to take.
b. Develop policies that encourage employees to attend school or credentialing programs for 
their personal professional development and for the benefit of the agency. Develop a system for 
reimbursement that is fair, equitable, and available to employees at all levels in the organization.
c. Develop and implement career planning assistance for each employee. This counseling 
would include a review of personal credentials and performance, future organizational 
opportunities for growth, and a plan for achieving the appropriate credentials and experience to 
fulfill their planned growth.
On a smaller scale, the word “job” should hence forth be referred to as “career”. Jobs tend to 
be thought of as temporary while careers carry a connotation of professional commitment. The 
attitudinal difference developed overtime could have a significant effect on how employees view 
themselves and their organization
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d. Consider instituting an internal staff mentor program, especially for those at the counselor 
level. Each mentor would help new staff members with performance objectives and to plan and 
achieve career opportunities within the organization. The mentor would become the personal 
sponsor and, when needed, advocate for the new employee as they learn their new position and 
find their way in the organization.
These recommendations were targeted at the issues related to classification, pay, and 
ultimately, employee satisfaction. The improvement of the organization’s commitment to the 
development of internal resources could have dramatic effects on satisfaction and commitment 
to the organization’s  mission, goals and objectives. These recommendations would also assist 
the organization by helping develop a talented and qualified talent pool competing to fill open 
positions in the organization. The implementation of these initiatives would also ultimately help 
with staff recruitment and retention.
3. Management should review their commitment to the counselor level employee in terms of 
status and compensation. Since the counselor provides a significant amount of the direct care, it 
may be in the best interest of the organization to consider upgrading these positions. This could 
be accomplished through the following initiatives:
a. Revise upward the entry-level salary schedule for the counselor classification. It appears 
the organization may be inadvertently underpaying the most critical classification related to client 
success and outcome. If it is true that an organization “gets what it pays for”, then there would 
be dramatic long term effects on client outcome if this recommendation were implemented.
b. The organization should consider reducing the ratio of part-time to full-time positions 
utilized in the counselor classification. Involvement on a full-time basis would increase 
employee commitment to the organization and, ultimately improve organizational outcome.
c. Review the orientation and training component for new clinical staff to ensure the 
appropriate level and quality of training about the requirements of the position. This 
recommendation was explained more fully above.
4. Management must take significant steps toward corrective action with the Hispanic employee 
population. These steps should include, but not be limited to the following recommendations:
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a. Assign a management task force that includes the President and Vice President to meet 
with the Hispanic employee group in an open-forum setting that allows safe expression about the 
issues causing problems. The group setting must be conducted with a sense of security and 
compassion for the employees asked to confront difficult and potentially career threatening 
issues. Employees must be confident of no repercussions or recriminations resulting from these 
meetings.
b. This task force, with members from the Hispanic employee population and the Hispanic 
community, should meet to develop a corrective action plan with concrete and achievable goals, 
objectives, and evaluation plan. Management must ensure follow-through on the plan in 
cooperation with the members of the Hispanic employee group and community.
c. An Hispanic employee support group should be developed, either separately or as a sub­
committee of the Diversity Council. This group would meet regularly with management to further 
the dialogue about the diversity culture related to this group. This group must be fully sanctioned 
by management.
d. Management must work with the program components to ensure the participation of 
Hispanic employees in the decision-making process in each component’s highest administrative 
level.
e. The organization should take steps to determine the impact language differences have on 
the creation of barriers to Hispanic employee involvement and satisfaction in the organization. 
Based on the results of this investigation, a plan should be developed involving Hispanic 
employees and community members to remove any barriers discovered.
f. Implement the recommendations described earlier related to internal staff development, 
hiring and promotion as indicated.
The problems with the Hispanic employee group must be readily addressed with all 
seriousness and commitment, understanding the impact on community relations and client 
services described earlier in this report.
5. The issues presented by the African-American employee group were apparently less serious. 
However, the potential for larger problems resembling the Hispanic issues was present. This
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was particularly true related to compensation and employee involvement at supervisory levels. 
Ttiese recommendations include:
a. An African-American employee support group stiould be created and sanctioned by 
management. This group would meet regularly with management to discuss and correct any 
problems with the diversity culture. This group could also either be separate or a sutx-committee 
of the organization's Diversity Council.
b. The problems demonstrated in compensation and employee distribution must be 
addressed directly by organization management. A task force should be convened involving 
African-American employees from all levels to assess and plan corrective action through the 
development of concrete goals, objectives, and evaluation plan. This task force should work in 
conjunction with the efforts of those working on the internal development policies and procedures 
and on performance evaluation, salary increases, and promotion criteria.
6. In addition to the efforts targeted at the specific problems described above, the organization 
should take the following action regarding the diversity culture:
a. The data clearly suggests the Diversity Council should proceed with efforts to improve the 
diversity culture in this organization. This group should be central to the change process 
described by the recommendations described above.
Responses to the open-ended questions suggest the Diversity Council has a credibility 
problem with many members of the employee population. There was reference to training’s 
planned and not completed and overall inaction. This was a serious and pervasive issue that will 
need attention from members of the council and organization management before any diversity 
initiatives can be undertaken.
It is strongly recommended that the Diversity Council develop a written plan with concrete 
goals, objectives and formal evaluation plan. A copy of this plan should be distributed to all 
employees following a formal presentation to staff at an organization-wide staff meeting. This 
action, with appropriate follow-through, would greatly assist the Diversity Council’s efforts to 
overcome the aforementioned credibility problem.
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b. With the exception of the Hispanic population, the overall positive reports from the 
population suggested that diversity management initiatives be targeted at the specific issues 
described in this report. It appeared that basic education about diversity and different cultures 
need not be the primary focus of effort. Where education was mentioned, it was in the context of 
teaching about differences and similarities between people with a goal of improving organization 
performance.
Education was mentioned by a few respondents in the open-ended questions, but this was 
clearly not where the diversity focus should be. There was a distinct concern that too much focus 
placed on differences would be counterproductive to the organization's efforts to fulfill their 
mission, goals and objectives.
c. In addition to the aforementioned initiatives, diversity management training should focus 
on building well-functioning diverse work groups and on group process between employees and 
components. This recommendation is consistent with the literature suggesting that 
heterogeneous work groups were more effective but demanded substantial and frequent group 
process training and discussion. This training should be based on the substantial amount of 
published organizational behavior research regarding communication and group process in 
diverse settings.
Other diversity trainings should focus on supervision, management, hiring, and performance 
evaluation. While these topics are not only related to diversity management, the data suggests 
these were the areas involved in the problems.
It would behoove management to approach diversity management from an advanced 
generalist, systems perspective. Placing diversity management in this context would assist 
management with the appropriate planning and intervention strategies that will effectively 
address the corporate culture, which includes diversity.
Management should avoid the temptation of a singular focus on diversity, but plot strategy 
with the whole organizational system in mind. This perspective would help management avoid 
missteps and mistakes in judgment that would ultimately cause more problems.
2. Future Research Needs
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This section is organized into two sections: (1) Research needs for the organization; and, (2) 
research needs for the diversity management field.
a. Organization: Future research in this organization should be qualitative by design. This 
survey provides the empirical basis for future efforts, designed to gain more depth and 
specificity. The specific areas in which these efforts should occur are:
a. A further investigation into the factor “Employee Satisfaction” should be developed and 
implemented. The definition of employee satisfaction should be broadened beyond the context 
of diversity to help determine how employees rate their overall career satisfaction and for future 
planning purposes. The organization should call upon the volumes of published employee 
satisfaction studies to base their investigation.
b. A more comprehensive investigation into the salary discrepancies uncovered in this study 
should be undertaken. The study should be broadened to measure the impact of employee 
starting salary levels, the hiring supervisor and specific program components. This would help 
management determine the extent to which hiring practices are variable throughout the 
organization and possibly uncover component or supervisor related discrimination issues that 
could ultimately be damaging to the organization as a whole.
c. A study of the impact counselor qualifications, commitment to the field, and teamwork has 
on client outcome would assist management in dealing with the issues related to the counselor 
classification mentioned earlier. Results of this study would also help determine if there was an 
issue needing attention in this area before proceeding.
d. Each component should be studied to determine the employees perceptions related to 
hiring, evaluation, promotion, and management practices. Because the organization appears 
decentralized, components should be investigated independently. This investigation would help 
to determine where potential problems exist and/or to find positive policies and procedures that 
could be shared across components to improve employee satisfaction and goal achievement.
b. Diversity M anagem ent Field: This study helped demonstrate the various research needs in 
the diversity management field. There was no published empirical proof that diversity 
management programs helped organizations accomplish their goals. Furthermore, there was no
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empirical proof that diversity management programs helped organizations develop diverse v/ork 
groups. In fact, there was no proof this field needs to exist outside the context of other 
comprehensive management strategies. This study only increased the need for inferential 
research efforts aimed at proving the aforementioned relationships between diversity 
management and improved organizational performance. This study highlighted the specific 
need for the following research:
a. To what level are diversity culture and employee satisfaction correlated. Do the issues 
forwarded by diversity management professionals matter to employees in their day-to-day efforts 
to perform?
b. If diversity management proves important, to what extent does the research demonstrate 
the need to develop specific initiatives separate from other management strategies like TQM or 
Client-Centered Management?
c. The diversity management field desperately needs empirical organizational outcome 
studies to prove the claims of success and organization transformation supposedly caused by 
diversity management programs. The results of this report were weakened because there was 
no comparable data published to compare these results. This is, perhaps, the most pressing 
research need in the industry. These results would also help prove whether the diversity 
management field is a valid and useful management paradigm.
d. More research is needed in non-profit human service organizations to determine the 
impact of diversity on administrative practices and client outcome.
e. More testing of the instrument designed for this study is needed to further the 
standardization process. Additional human service organizations with comparable demographic 
mixes need to be approached for participation in further field testing. Reaching the point of 
standardization for this instrument would fill a significant gap in the diversity management 
literature.
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APPENDIX A: Respondent Written Instructions 
RESPONDENT INSTRUCTIONS
Dear Colleague;
Thank you for participating in this survey, it should only take a few minutes of your valuable 
time.
Please take a few minutes to fill out this survey. Do not identify yourself. The research team 
has no way of identifying you. Staff were chosen by random selection and were only identified 
by number ( eg., 1 through 200). The research team  were not part of the random selection 
process.
Please answer all the questions fully and to the best of your ability.
Please fill out the survey completely, seal it in the enclosed envelope, and return it sealed, to 
by ~
Thank you for your cooperation.
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APPENDIX A: Survey Instrument after Reliability Testing & Factor Analysis 
Organizational Diversity Audit
1. Are You: (choose one):
_Hispanic 
.American Indian 
_Black/African-American 
_White/White-American 
Asian-American
2. Which cultural and/or ethnic group or groups do you most closely identify?
3. Are You: (choose one)
 Female
 Male
4. How long have you been working in this organization? (choose one)
 3 years or less
 More than 3 Years
5. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 represents “Mostly Unfulfilled” and 5 represents “Mostly 
fulfilled”, please rate the following items based on how each effects your level of fulfillment in 
this organization.
A. On-the-job training
Mostly Unfulfilled 1 2 3 4 5 Mostly Fulfilled
B. Encouragement to improve yourself
Mostly Unfulfilled 1 2 3 4 5 Mostly Fulfilled
C. Opportunity for advancement within the agency
Mostly Unfulfilled 1 2 3 4 5 Mostly Fulfilled
6. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 representing "Not at all" and 5 representing "completely met", 
please rate the extent that your career expectations have been met by this organization.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 Completely met
Rate the following statements on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 representing "Not True" and 5 
representing "Very True":
IN THIS ORGANIZATION:
7. There is staff diversity at all levels in this organization.
Not True 1 2 3 4 5 Very True
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8. Supervisors have a track record of hiring and promoting diverse staff.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
9. Racial, ethnic, gender and sexual orientation jokes are tolerated.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very True
11. I have no trouble communicating with people from racial groups different than my own.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very True
12. I am afraid to disagree with members of other racial and/or gender groups for fear of being
called prejudiced, racist or sexist.
Not True 1 2 3 4 5 Very True
13. There is tension between racial groups.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very True
14. I feel comfortable talking to my immediate supervisor about diversity issues.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
15. I feel I am accepted.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very True
16. This organization values employee diversity.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very True
17. I feel I have as good a chance as anybody to be promoted to the next open position for
which I am qualified.
Not True 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
18. People are promoted based only on their qualifications, not on their race or gender 
background.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
19. I think that working with people from diverse backgrounds makes our organization more 
effective.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
20. Racism within the organization makes it harder for me to do my job.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
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21. I think this organization does a poor job of managing diversity.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true.
22. Top management supports diversity at all levels of the organization.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
23. This organization does an excellent job managing diversity.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very True
24. There is a high turnover rate among minority employees.
Not True 1 2 3 4 5 Very True
25. I feel appreciated by management.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
26. Management should pay less attention to diversity.
Not True 1 2 3 4 5 Very True
27. No changes are needed in the way the organization manages diversity.
Not True 1 2 3 4 5 Very True
28. Sexual harassment is a problem.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
29. “Who” I know is more important for my future in the organization than “what” I know.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
30. Minority employees are allowed more freedom by their supervisors than 
are white employees.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
31. 1 am allowed to be myself.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
32. Being "Color-blind" is an important supervisory characteristic.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
33. My performance is evaluated fairly, not based on my race or gender.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
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34. I am treated with respect.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
35. I am asked to contribute to important decisions in the agency that effect my job.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
36. Everyone must be treated the same.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
37. Diversity does not effect my ability to perform on the job in this organization.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
38. I am comfortable with change.
Not true 1 2 3 4 5 Very true
39. Management should pay more attention to managing diversity in this organization.
Not True 1 2 3 4 5 Very True
40. My background is important to the agency.
Not True 1 2 3 4 5 Very True
41. My sexual orientation is:
Homosexual _____
Heterosexual_____
Bi-Sexual _____
42. In your opinion, what does it take to get promoted in this organization?
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43. What are the main problems with Diversity in this organization?
44. What suggestions do you have that would help this organization provide a better 
environment for you to work with people who are different than you?
80
APPENDIX A: Survey Instrument after Reliability Testing & Factor Analysis
45. Please make any other comments you may have about Diversity Management in this 
organization.
Thank you for your time and effort in completely filling out this audit form. The results will be 
available to all staff soon.
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APPENDIX B: Reliability Testing (Chronbach’s Alpha, Split-Half & Factors)
1. Chronbach’s Alpha: Final Test
RELIABILITY /VARIABLES D16 D20 D23 D25 D27 TO 063 /SUMMARY CORRELATIONS 
/STATISTICS ANOVA CORRELATIONS.
R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  (ALL)
ON THE JOB TRAINING 
ENCOURAGEMENT TO IMPROVE YOURSELF 
OPPORTUNITY FOR ADVANCEMENT WITHIN THE A 
EXTENT CAREER EXPECTATIONS HAVE BEEN MET 
STAFF DIVERSITY AT ALL LEVELS 
SUPERVISORS HIRE & PROMOTE DIVERSE STAFF 
RACIAL, ETHNIC. GENDER. SX ORIENTATION J 
NO TROUBLE COMMUNICATING WITH DIFFERENT 
AFRAID TO DISAGREE WITH PEOPLE FROM OTHE 
TENSION BETWEEN CULTURAL GROUPS 
COMFORT WITH SUPERVISOR IN DIVERSITY ISS 
I FEEL I AM ACCEPTED 
ORGANIZATION VALUES DIVERSITY 
GOOD CHANCE AS ANYONE TO GET PROMOTED 
PROMOTED BASED ONLY ON QUALIFICATIONS AN 
DIVERSITY MAKES PROGRAMS EFFECTIVE 
HIGH STAFF TURNOVER AMOUNG WOMEN 
RACISM IN AGENCY MAKES IT HARDER TO GO J 
ORGANIZATION DOES POOR JOB OF MANAGING D 
TOP MANAGEMENT SUPPORTS DIVERSITY AT ALL 
WHITE EMPLOYEES TREATED BETTER THAN NON-WHITES 
EXCELLENT JOB OF MANAGING DIVERSITY 
HIGH TURNOVER AMOUNG PEOPLE OF COLOR 
I FEEL APPRECIATED BY MANAGEMENT 
MANAGEMENT SHOULD PAY LESS ATTENTION TO 
NO CHANGES NEEDED IN WAY DIVERSITY IS MA 
SEXUAL HARRASSMENT IS A PROBLEM 
WHO I KNOW MORE IMPORTANT THAN WHAT I KN 
MINORITY EMPLOYEES ALLOWED MORE FREEDOM THAN WHI 
I AM ALLOWED TO BE MYSELF 
BEING COLOR-BLIND IS IMPORTANT SUPERVISO 
PERFORMANCE EVALUATED FAIRLY, NOT ON RAC 
I AM TREATED WITH RESPECT 
I AM ASKED TO CONTRIBUTE TO IMPORTANT AG 
EVERYONE MUST BE TREATED THE SAME 
DIVERSITY DOES NOT EFFECT MY ABILITY TO 
I AM CONFORTABLE WITH CHANGE 
THERE IS NOT A PROBLEM WITH SEXUAL HARRA 
MANAGEMENT SHOULD PAY MORE ATTENTION TO 
MY BACKGROUND IS IMPORTANT TO THE AGENCY
# OF CASES = 81.0
GRAND MEAN = 3.2986
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1. D16
2. D20
3. D23
4. D25
5. D27
6. D28
7. D29
8. D30
9. D31
10 . D32
11. D33
12. D34
13. D35
14. D36
15. D37
16. D38
17. D39
18. D40
19. D41
20. D42
21. D43
22. D44
23. D45
24. D46
25. D47
26. D48
27. D49
28. D50
29. D51
30. D52
31. D53
32. D54
33. D55
34. D56
35. D57
36. D58
37. D59
38. D60
39. D62
40. D63
APPENDIX B: Reliability Testing (C hronbach’s  Alpha, Split-Half & Factors) 
R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  (ALL)
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 42 ITEMS
ALPHA = .9270 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .9275
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2. Split-Half: Test One
RELIABILITY A/ARIABLES D16 D17 D20 023 025 027 TO 063 /MODEL SPLIT /STATISTICS 
CORRELATIONS ANOVA.
R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  (ALL)
ON THE JOB TRAINING 
CLIENT POPULATION YOU WORK WITH 
ENCOURAGEMENT TO IMPROVE YOURSELF 
OPPORTUNITY FOR ADVANCEMENT WITHIN THE A 
EXTENT CAREER EXPECTATIONS HAVE BEEN MET 
STAFF DIVERSITY AT ALL LEVELS 
SUPERVISORS HIRE & PROMOTE DIVERSE STAFF 
RACIAL, ETHNIC, GENDER, SX ORIENTATION J 
NO TROUBLE COMMUNICATING WITH DIFFERENT 
AFRAID TO DISAGREE WITH PEOPLE FROM OTHE 
TENSION BETWEEN CULTURAL GROUPS 
COMFORT WITH SUPERVISOR IN DIVERSITY ISS 
I FEEL I AM ACCEPTED 
ORGANIZATION VALUES DIVERSITY 
GOOD CHANCE AS ANYONE TO GET PROMOTED 
PROMOTED BASED ONLY ON QUALIFICATIONS AN 
DIVERSITY MAKES PROGRAMS EFFECTIVE 
HIGH STAFF TURNOVER AMOUNG WOMEN 
RACISM IN AGENCY MAKES IT HARDER TO GO J 
ORGANIZATION DOES POOR JOB OF MANAGING D 
TOP MANAGEMENT SUPPORTS DIVERSITY AT ALL 
WHITE EMPLOYEES TREATED BETTER THAN NON- 
EXCELLENT JOB OF MANAGING DIVERSITY 
HIGH TURNOVER AMOUNG PEOPLE OF COLOR 
I FEEL APPRECIATED BY MANAGEMENT 
MANAGEMENT SHOULD PAY LESS ATTENTION TO 
NO CHANGES NEEDED IN WAY DIVERSITY IS MA 
SEXUAL HARRASSMENT IS A PROBLEM 
WHO I KNOW MORE IMPORTANT THAN WHAT I KN 
NON-WHITES ALLOWED MORE FREEDOM THAN WHI 
I AM ALLOWED TO BE MYSELF 
BEING COLOR-BLIND IS IMPORTANT SUPERVISO 
PERFORMANCE EVALUATED FAIRLY, NOT ON RAC 
I AM TREATED WITH RESPECT 
I AM ASKED TO CONTRIBUTE TO IMPORTANT AG 
EVERYONE MUST BE TREATED THE SAME 
DIVERSITY DOES NOT EFFECT MY ABILITY TO 
I AM CONFORTABLE WITH CHANGE 
THERE IS NOT A PROBLEM WITH SEXUAL HARRA 
ALL EMPLOYEES PAID SAME AS COUNTERPARTS 
MANAGEMENT SHOULD PAY MORE ATTENTION TO 
MY BACKGROUND IS IMPORTANT TO THE AGENCY
L 1 
1. D16
2. D17
3. D20
4. D23
5. D25
6. D27
7. D28
8. D29
9. D30
10. D31
11. D32
12. D33
13. D34
14. D35
15. D36
16. D37
17. D38
18. D39
19. D40
20. D41
21. D42
22. D43
23. D44
24. D45
25. D46
26. D47
27. D48
28. D49
29. D50
30. D51
31. D52
32. D53
33. D54
34. D55
35. D56
36. D57
37. D58
38. D59
39. D60
40. D61
41. D62
42. D63
84
APPENDIX B: Reliability Testing (Chronbach’s  Alpha, Split-Half & Factors) 
R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  (ALL)
GRAND MEAN = 3.2986
R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  (ALL)
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 42 ITEMS 
CORRELATION BETWEEN FORMS = .5391
EQUAL LENGTH SPEARMAN-BROWN = .7005
GUTTMAN SPLIT-HALF = .6961
UNEQÜAL-LENGTH SPEARMAN-BROWN = .7005
ALPHA FOR PART 1 = .8895 ALPHA FOR PART 2 = .9025
21 ITEMS IN PART 1 21 ITEMS IN PART 2
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3. Split-Half: Test Two
RELIABILITY /VARIABLES D16 020 025 028 030 032 034 036 038 040 042 044 046 048 
050 052 054 056 058 060 062 017 023 027 029 031 033 035 037 039 041 043 045 047 
049 051 053 055 057 059 061 063 /MODEL SPLIT (21) /SUMMARY TOTAL /STATISTICS 
ANOVA CORRELATIONS.
R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  (ALL)
ON THE JOB TRAINING 
ENCOURAGEMENT TO IMPROVE YOURSELF 
EXTENT CAREER EXPECTATIONS HAVE BEEN MET 
SUPERVISORS HIRE & PROMOTE DIVERSE STAFF 
NO TROUBLE COMMUNICATING WITH DIFFERENT 
TENSION BETWEEN CULTURAL GROUPS 
I FEEL I AM ACCEPTED
GOOD CHANCE AS ANYONE TO GET PROMOTED 
DIVERSITY MAKES PROGRAMS EFFECTIVE 
RACISM IN AGENCY MAKES IT HARDER TO GO J 
TOP MANAGEMENT SUPPORTS DIVERSITY AT ALL 
EXCELLENT JOB OF MANAGING DIVERSITY 
I FEEL APPRECIATED BY MANAGEMENT 
NO CHANGES NEEDED IN WAY DIVERSITY IS MA 
WHO I KNOW MORE IMPORTANT THAN WHAT I KN 
I AM ALLOWED TO BE MYSELF 
PERFORMANCE EVALUATED FAIRLY, NOT ON RAC 
I AM ASKED TO CONTRIBUTE TO IMPORTANT AG 
DIVERSITY DOES NOT EFFECT MY ABILITY TO 
THERE IS NOT A PROBLEM WITH SEXUAL HARRA 
MANAGEMENT SHOULD PAY MORE ATTENTION TO 
CLIENT POPULATION YOU WORK WITH 
OPPORTUNITY FOR ADVANCEMENT WITHIN THE A 
STAFF DIVERSITY AT ALL LEVELS 
RACIAL, ETHNIC, GENDER, SX ORIENTATION J 
AFRAID TO DISAGREE WITH PEOPLE FROM OTHE 
COMFORT WITH SUPERVISOR IN DIVERSITY ISS 
ORGANIZATION VALUES DIVERSITY 
PROMOTED BASED ONLY ON QUALIFICATIONS AN 
HIGH STAFF TURNOVER AMOUNG WOMEN 
ORGANIZATION DOES POOR JOB OF MANAGING D 
WHITE EMPLOYEES TREATED BETTER THAN NON- 
HIGH TURNOVER AMOUNG PEOPLE OF COLOR 
MANAGEMENT SHOULD PAY LESS ATTENTION TO 
SEXUAL HARRASSMENT IS A PROBLEM 
NON-WHITES ALLOWED MORE FREEDOM THAN WHI 
BEING COLOR-BLIND IS IMPORTANT SUPERVISO 
I AM TREATED WITH RESPECT 
EVERYONE MUST BE TREATED THE SAME 
I AM CONFORTABLE WITH CHANGE 
ALL EMPLOYEES PAID SAME AS COUNTERPARTS 
MY BACKGROUND IS IMPORTANT TO THE AGENCY
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1. D16
2. D20
3. D25
4. D28
5. D30
6. D32
7. D34
8. D36
9. D38
10. D40
11. D42
12. D44
13. D46
14. D48
15. D50
16. D52
17. D54
18. D56
19. D58
20. D60
21. D62
22. D17
23. D23
24. D27
25. D29
26. D31
27. D33
28. D35
29. D37
30. D39
31. D41
32. D43
33. D45
34. D47
35. D49
36. D51
37. D53
38. D55
39. D57
40. D59
41. D61
42. D63
APPENDIX B: Reliability Testing (Chronbach’s Alpha, Split-Half & Factors)
R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  (ALL)
GRAND MEAN = 3.2986
R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  (ALL)
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 42 ITEMS 
CORRELATION BETWEEN FORMS = .8871
EQUAL LENGTH SPEARMAN-BROWN = .9402
GUTTMAN SPLIT-HALF = .9388
UNEQUAL-LENGTH SPEARMAN-BROWN = .9402
ALPHA FOR PART 1 = .8789 ALPHA FOR PART 2 = .8472
21 ITEMS IN PART 1 21 ITEMS IN PART 2
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APPENDIX B: Reliability Testing (Chronbach’s Alpha, Split-Half & Factors)
R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S -  FACTOR 1
Top management supports diversity at all levels of the organization
This organization values employee diversity
There is staff diversity at all levels of the organization.
This organization does an excellent job managing diversity 
I feel accepted
No changes are needed in the way the organization manages 
diversity
I have no trouble communicating with people from racial groups 
different than my own
Supervisors have a track record of hiring and promoting diverse staff 
I feel comfortable talking to my immediate supervisor about diversity 
issues
I think that working with folks from diverse backgrounds makes our 
organization more effective
People are promoted based only on their qualifications, not on their racial or 
gender background.
 
1. D42
2. D35
3. □27
4. □44
5. □34
6. 048
7. □30
8. □28
9. □33
10. □38
11. □37
# OF CASES = 81.0
ITEM-TOTAL STATISTICS
SCALE SCALE CORRECTED
MEAN VARIANCE ITEM- SQUARED ALPHA
IF ITEM IF ITEM TOTAL MULTIPLE IF ITEM
□ELETEO □ELETEO CORRELATION CORRELATION □ELETEO
□42 36.7531 105.3133 .7889 .7059 .8916
□35 36.6790 104.2707 .8279 .7583 .8894
□27 37.0741 106.4444 .7633 .7682 .8931
□44 37.2099 107.4179 .7267 .6975 .8952
□48 37.9383 106.3836 .6766 .6437 .8981
□30 36.3951 115.9420 .4830 .3888 .9076
□28 37.1111 110.1250 .6746 .5741 .8981
□33 36.4691 112.3522 .5938 .4841 .9022
□38 35.9136 117.9049 .5894 .4631 .9035
□60 36.6173 113.3142 .4677 .3030 .9100
□37 37.5185 107.4778 .6276 .4899 .9011
ALPHA = .9076 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .9089
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APPENDIX B: Reliability Testing (Chronbach’s Alpha, Split-Half & Factors)
R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - FACTOR 2
1. □23
2. □36
3. □25
4. □16
5. □20
6. □55
7. □46
8. □50
9. □56
10. □54
11. □52
Opportunity for advancement within the organization
I feel I have as good a chance as anybody to be promoted to the next
open position for which I am qualified for
The extent that your career expectations have been met by this
organization
On-the-job training
Encouragement to improve yourself
I am treated with respect
I feel appreciated by management
“Who” I know is more important for my future in the organization than 
“what” I know
I am asked to contribute to important decisions in the organization that 
effect my Job
My performance is evaluated fairly, not based on my race or gender 
I am allowed to be myself
# OF CASES = 81.0
ITEM-TOTAL STATISTICS
SCALE SCALE CORRECTED
MEAN VARIANCE ITEM- SQUARED ALPHA
IF ITEM IF ITEM TOTAL MULTIPLE IF ITEM
□ELETEC □ELETEC CORRELATION CORRELATION DELETED
□23 34.7778 89.8342 .6272 .6543 .8399
□36 34.2716 85.7253 .6389 .6262 .8376
□25 34.2469 91.6633 .6600 .7065 .8398
□16 34.4198 94.4466 .5053 .4895 .8487
□20 34.0494 91.0725 .5668 .5756 .8440
□55 33.3333 86.5750 .7747 .7852 .8295
□46 34.3210 84.4207 .7297 .6111 .8304
□56 34.2716 79.0753 .7293 .6598 .8290
□54 33.2716 85.1003 .7570 .7404 .8291
□52 33.4815 83.5528 .7719 .8230 .8270
□50 34.3704 117.4611 -.3543 .4258 .9047
ALPHA = .9149 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .9174
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APPENDIX B: Reliability Testing (Chronbach’s Alpha, Split-Half & Factors)
R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - FACTOR 3
Management should pay less attention to diversity
Minority employees are allowed more freedom by their supervisors
than are white employees
Sexual harassment is a problem
There is a high tumover rate among minorities
Management should pay more attention to managing diversity in this
organization
  
1. D47
2. D51
3. D49
4. D45
5. D62
# OF CASES = 81.0
ITEM-TOTAL STATISTICS
SCALE 
MEAN 
IF ITEM 
DELETED
SCALE 
VARIANCE 
IF ITEM 
DELETED
CORRECTED
ITEM-
TOTAL
CORRELATION
SQUARED
MULTIPLE
CORRELATION
ALPHA 
IF ITEM 
DELETED
D47
D51
D49
D45
D62
10.9383
10.6173
10.8889
10.0494
9.6543
25.6336
24.4642
24.3250
25.2725
26.0290
.5846
.5963
.6763
.6357
.5231
.5357
.4981
.5033
.4391
.4791
.7819
.7791
.7543
.7673
.8005
ALPHA = .8132 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .8143
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APPENDIX B: Reliability Testing (Chronbach’s Alpha, Split-Half & Factors)
R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - FACTOR 4
1. D57 Everyone must be treated the same
2. D53 Being “color-blind” is an important supervisory characteristic
3. D58 Diversity does not effect my ability to perform on the job in this organization.
4. D59 I am comfortable with change
5. D63 My background is important to the organization
#  OF CASES = 81.0
ITEM-TOTAL STATISTICS
SCALE SCALE CORRECTED
MEAN VARIANCE ITEM- SQUARED ALPHA
IF ITEM IF ITEM TOTAL MULTIPLE IF ITEM
DELETED DELETED CORRELATION CORRELATION DELETED
□57 14.8272 22.9948 .4855 .4162 .7659
□53 15.1111 17.8250 .7315 .6519 .6773
□58 14.8395 19.4364 .6675 .5688 .7041
□59 15.1235 25.1596 .4115 .3144 .7855
□63 15.6543 21.8540 .5110 .4284 .7590
ALPHA = .7878 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .7774
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APPENDIX B: Reliability Testing (Chronbach’s Alpha, Split-Half & Factors)
R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - F a c to r5
1. D32 There is tension between racial groups
2. 041 I think this organization does a poor job of managing diversity
3. D29 Racial, ethnic, gender, and sexual orientation Jokes are tolerated
4. D40 Racism within the organization makes it harder for me to do my Job
5. 031 I am afraid to disagree with members of other racial and/or gender
groups for fear of being called prejudiced, racist, or sexist
# OF CASES = 81.0
ITEM-TOTAL STATISTICS
SCALE SCALE CORRECTED
MEAN VARIANCE ITEM- SQUARED ALPHA
IF ITEM IF ITEM TOTAL MULTIPLE IF ITEM
OELETEO OELETEO CORRELATION CORRELATION OELETEO
032 9.7901 26.7429 .7488 .5814 .7985
041 10.1481 26.7528 .7542 .6294 .7973
029 10.0494 28.1225 .6023 .4001 .8363
040 10.3457 25.9040 .6747 .5104 .8182
031 10.6296 29.4790 .5470 .3593 .8496
ALPHA = .8512 STANDARDIZED ITEM ALPHA = .8527
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APPENDIX C: Factor Analysis - Factors & Factor Loadings
Analysis Number 1 Listwise deletion of cases with missing values 
Extraction 1 for Analysis 1, Principal-Components Analysis (PC)
Final Statistics:
Variable Communality *  Factor Eigenvalue Pet of Var Cum Pet
D16
□17
□20
□23
□25
□27
□28
□29
□30
□31
□32
□33
□34
□35
□36
□37
□38
□39
□40
□41
□42
□43
□44
□45
□46
□47
□48
□49
□50
□51
□52
□53
□54
□55
□56
□57
□58
□59
□60
□61
□62
□63
.55340
.34784
.53474
.67278
.61816
.75332
.63228
.59006
.61009
.56561
.73117
.54885
.75359
.78150
.70457
.60310
.70578
.54820
.81677
.78904
.74900
.53958
.76897
.61117
.60950
.69474
.73760
.63380
.69839
.64494
.75085
.70395
.71818
.68492
.73980
.63299
.61854
.47600
.58502
.62523
.72876
.58322
1 12.29571 29.3 29.3
2 6.22304 14.8 44.1
3 3.63556 8.7 52.7
4 2.89485 6.9 59.6
5 2.34682 5.6 65.2
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APPENDIX C: Factor Analysis - Factors & Factor Loadings
Varlmax Rotation 1, Extraction 1, Analysis 1 - Kaiser Normalization. 
Varimax converged in 10 iterations.
Rotated Factor Matrix:
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 FACTOR 5
D42 .82382 .24828 -.00512 -.00725 .09275
□35 79606 .36040 .01689 -.02201 .13085
□27 76327 .33917 .18473 -.05024 -.13803
□44 72523 .14255 .40274 .16301 -.18416
□34 71709 .44288 -.02797 .04039 .20202
□48 .70990 .00450 .44856 .14319 -.10919
□30 .66093 -.15348 -.13211 .25244 .26177
□28 .59877 .51568 .08792 .00940 -.00282
□33 .53383 .38533 .09375 .04800 .32297
□37 .48564 .47492 .06346 .16389 .33288
□43 -.48204 -.19148 .30662 .40342 .11740
□23 .12537 .80416 .02254 -.08347 -.05392
□36 .33205 .76203 -.00262 -.02744 .11336
□25 .20878 .74621 -.01454 .06395 -.11591
□16 -.03560 .73030 -.08907 .05671 .08743
□20 .20868 .68016 -.11010 .02637 -.12552
□55 .44580 .63409 .10766 .26929 -.00224
□46 .42597 .62683 .11908 .13245 .05841
□50 .06451 -.60613 .47654 .20806 .23759
□56 .20915 .60532 .48073 .31389 .00265
□54 .28490 .56721 .37321 .41638 .05118
□52 .40336 .54802 .35360 .38828 -.10964
□17 -.16205 .40068 .39531 .02963 -.06231
□47 .23879 -.02121 .79262 -01089 .09435
□51 .23487 .07669 .75896 -.01524 .08742
□49 -.04444 .04365 .72722 .11434 .29665
□45 -.04219 -.20202 .61407 .33370 .28308
□61 .21105 .42067 .46672 .42195 .08869
□57 -.02247 .04302 -.21311 .75610 .11630
□53 .26808 .03868 .24289 .75498 -.04000
□58 .27610 .03601 .27651 .68142 .01515
□59 -.13617 .14853 -.04987 .64793 .11445
□63 .04846 .36329 .31203 .55031 -.22067
□62 -.28805 -.06373 50622 .54627 .29506
□60 .49128 -.06280 .21073 54321 -.01561
□32 -.04420 -.00423 .04882 -.00068 .85253
□41 -.11906 -.11919 .15045 .11205 .85175
□29 .13037 -.18069 .10986 -.08613 .72175
□40 -.06872 .04630 .52351 .13427 .71960
□31 .36922 .19894 .11035 -.00804 .61438
□38 .49281 .27589 -.20109 .27089 .52249
□39 .33280 -.05732 .33498 .32093 .46792
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APPENDIX C: Factor Analysis - Questions and Factor Loadings by Factor
FACTOR 1 : DIVERSITY CLIMATE
□42: (.824) TOP MANAGEMENT SUPPORTS DIVERSITY AT ALL LEVELS OF THE 
ORGANIZATION
□35: (.796) THIS ORGANIZATION VALUES EMPLOYEE DIVERSITY
□27: (.763) THERE IS STAFF DIVERSITY AT ALL LEVELS OF THE ORGANIZATION
□44: (.725) THIS ORGANIZATION DOES AN EXCELLENT JOB OF MANAGING 
DIVERSITY
□34: (.717) I FEEL ACCEPTED
□48: (.710) NO CHANGES ARE NEEDED IN THE WAY THE ORGANIZATION 
MANAGES DIVERSITY
□30: (.661) I HAVE NO TROUBLE COMMUNICATING WITH PEOPLE FROM 
RACIAL GROUPS DIFFERENT THAN MY OWN
□28: (.599) SUPERVISORS HAVE A TRACK RECORD OF HIRING AND 
PROMOTING DIVERSE STAFF
□33: (.534) I FEEL COMFORTABLE TALKING TO MY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 
ABOUT DIVERSITY ISSUES
□38: (.493) I THINK THAT WORKING WITH PEOPLE FROM DIVERSE
BACKGROUNDS MAKES OUR PROGRAMS MORE EFFECTIVE
□37: (.489) PEOPLE ARE PROMOTED BASED ONLY ON THEIR QUALIFICATIONS. NOT 
ON THEIR RACIAL OR GENDER BACKGROUND
FACTOR 2 EMPLOYEE SATISFACTION
□23: (.804) OPPORTUNITY FOR ADVANCEMENT WITHIN THE ORGANIZATION
□36: (.762) I FEEL I HAVE AS GOOD A CHANCE AS ANYBODY TO BE PROMOTED 
TO THE NEXT OPEN POSITION FOR WHICH I AM QUALIFIED FOR
□25: (.746) THE EXTENT THAT YOUR CAREER EXPECTATIONS HAVE BEEN MET 
BY THIS AGENCY
□16: (.730) ON-THE-JOB TRAINING
□20: (.680) ENCOURAGEMENT TO IMPROVE YOURSELF
□55: (.634) I AM TREATED WITH RESPECT
□46: (.627) I FEEL APPRECIATED BY MANAGEMENT
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APPENDIX C: Factor Analysis - Questions and Factor Loadings by Factor
050: (-.606) “WHO” I KNOW IS MORE IMPORTANT FOR MY FUTURE IN THE 
ORGANIZATION THAN “WHAT” I KNOW
056: (.605) I AM ASKED TO CONTRIBUTE TO IMPORTANT DECISIONS IN THE 
ORGANIZATION THAT EFFECT MY JOB
D54: (.567) MY PERFORMANCE IS EVALUATED FAIRLY, NOT BASED ON MY 
RACE OR GENDER
D52: (.548) I AM ALLOWED TO BE MYSELF
FACTOR 3: DIVERSITY ISSUES
D47: (.793) MANAGEMENT SHOULD PAY LESS ATTENTION TO DIVERSITY
D51 : (.759) MINORITY EMPLOYEES ARE ALLOWED MORE FREEDOM BY 
THEIR SUPERVISORS THAN ARE WHITE EMPLOYEES
D49: (.727) SEXUAL HARASSMENT IS A PROBLEM
D45: (.614) THERE IS A HIGH TURNOVER RATE AMONG MINORITIES
D62: (.506) MANAGEMENT SHOULD PAY MORE ATTENTION TO MANAGING 
DIVERSITY IN THIS ORGANIZATION
FACTOR 4: DIVERSITY IDEALS
D57: (.756) EVERYONE MUST BE TREATED THE SAME
D53: (.755) BEING “COLOR-BLIND” IS AN IMPORTANT SUPERVISORY 
CHARACTERISTIC
D58: (.681) DIVERSITY DOES NOT EFFECT MY ABILITY TO PERFORM ON THE JOB IN 
THIS ORGANIZATION
D59: (.648) I AM COMFORTABLE WITH CHANGE
D63: (.550) MY BACKGROUND IS IMPORTANT TO THE ORGANIZATION
FACTORS: SOCIETAL ISM’S
D32: (.853) THERE IS TENSION BETWEEN CULTURAL GROUPS
D41 : (.852) I THINK THIS ORGANIZATION DOES A POOR JOB OF MANAGING 
DIVERSITY
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APPENDIX C: Factor Analysis - Questions and Factor Loadings by Factor
D29: (.722) RACIAL, ETHNIC. GENDER, AND SEXUAL ORIENTATION JOKES ARE 
TOLERATED
D40: (.720) RACISM WITHIN THE ORGANIZATION MAKES IT HARDER FOR ME TO 
DO MY JOB
D31 : (.614) I AM AFRAID TO DISAGREE WITH MEMBERS OF OTHER RACIAL 
AND/OR GENDER GROUPS FOR FEAR OF BEING CALLED 
PREJUDICED, RACIST, OR SEXIST
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APPENDIX D: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS - Open-Ended Questions
D6 WHICH CULTURAUETHNIC GROUP(S) ARE YOU MOST CLOSELY ASSOCIATED?
Valid Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE 37 45.7 45.7 45.7
AFRICAN 1 1.2 1.2 46.9
AFRICAN-AMERICAN 6 7.4 7.4 54.3
ALL 2 2.5 2.5 56.8
AMERICAN 3 3.7 3.7 60.5
BLACK-AMERICAN 1 1.2 1.2 61.7
CAUCASIAN 2 2.5 2.5 64.2
CUBAN 1 1.2 1.2 65.4
DUTCH 2 2.5 2.5 67.9
EUROPEAN-AMERICAN 1 1.2 1.2 69.1
GERMAN 4 4.9 4.9 74.1
GERMANIC 1 1.2 1.2 75.3
HISPANIC 2 2.5 2.5 77.8
IRISH 1 1.2 1.2 79.0
IRISH SCOTCH 1 1.2 1.2 80.2
ITALIAN 1 1.2 1.2 81.5
MEXICAN 1 1.2 1.2 82.7
MIDWESTERN 1 1.2 1.2 84.0
NORTHERN 1 1.2 1.2 85.2
WHITE-AMERICAN 12 14.8 14.8 100.0
Total 81 100.0 100.0
D67 WHAT DOES IT TAKE TO GET PROMOTED?
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
WORK PERFORMANCE 24 24.0 24.0 24.0
NONE 20 20.0 20.0 44.0
BE QUALIFIED 17 17.0 17.0 61.0
GOOD CONNECTIONS 13 13.0 13.0 74.0
GOOD COMMUNICATOR 6 6.0 6.0 80.0
BE A TEAM PLAYER 6 6.0 6.0 86.0
PROF COMPETENCE 5 5.0 5.0 91.0
AGREE WITH MANAGEMENT 4 4.0 4.0 95.0
BE CAUCASIAN 3 3.0 3.0 98.0
OTHER 2 2.0 2.0 100.0
TOTAL 100 100.0 100.0
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APPENDIX D: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS - Open-Ended Questions 
D68 WHAT ARE MAIN PROBLEMS WITH DIVERSITY IN THIS ORGANIZATION?
Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent
NO PROBLEMS 26 19.0 19.0
COMMUNICATION 17 12.0 31.0
MANAGEMENT APATHY 12 9.0 40.0
EFFORT “PHONEY” 11 8.0 48.0
AFRAID TO LOSE POWER 9 7.5 55.5
WHITE INSENSITIVITY 9 7.5 63.0
LACK OF TRAINING 8 6.0 69.0
FEAR 7 5.5 74.5
WHITE CORP. CULLTURE 7 5.5 80.0
PEOPLE NOT PROMOTED 6 4.5 84.5
FOLLOW-THROUGH 5 3.5 88.0
CORPORATE OFFICE 4 2.5 90.5
LACK OF BILINGUAL STAFF 4 2.5 93.0
“POLITICS" 4 2.5 95.5
ACCEPTANCE 3 1.5 97.0
LACK OF EDUCATION 1 .5 97.5
OTHER 4 2.5 100.0
Total 137.0 100.0
D69 WHAT SUGGESTIONS DO YOU HAVE THAT WOULD HELP THIS ORGANIZATION
PROVIDE A BETTER ENVIRONMENT FOR YOU TO WORK WITH PEOPLE WHO 
ARE DIFFERENT THAN YOU?
Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent
TRAINING 16 13.0 13.0
COMMUNICATION 15 12.0 25.0
CONTINUE DIVERSITY 13 10.0 35.0
WORRY ABOUT MORE IMPT. ISSUES 11 9.0 44.0
FOCUS ON SIMILARITIES 10 8.0 52.0
NONE NEEDED 10 8.0 60.0
EDUCATION 9 7.0 67.0
TEAM BUILDING 9 7.0 74.0
MODEL BEHAVIOR AT TOP 7 6.0 80.0
MORE OPPORTUNITY/MINORITIES 6 5.0 85.0
INCLUDE IN DECISIONS 6 5.0 90.0
ACCEPTANCE 5 4.0 94.0
CULTURAL AWARNESS 5 4.0 98.0
OTHER 3 2.0 100.0
Total 125 100.0
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APPENDIX D: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS - Open-Ended Questions
D71 PLEASE MAKE ANY OTHER COMMENTS YOU MAY HAVE ABOUT DIVERSITY 
MANAGEMENT IN THIS ORGANIZATION
Cum
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent
DIVERSITY MANAGEMENT NECESSARY 13 13.0 13.0
COMPLIMENTS FOR TRYING 11 11.0 24.0
MORE EDUCATION 11 11.0 35.0
PAY ATTENTION TO MORE IMPT ISSUES 11 11.0 46.0
FOCUS ON SIMILARITIES 9 9.0 55.0
MGT DOES NOT CARE 7 7.0 62.0
REWARD THOSE WHO EARN IT 6 6.0 68.0
NO FOLLOW THROUGH 6 6.0 72.0
DIVERSITY COUNCIL NOT TRUSTED 7 7.0 79.0
INCLUDE STAFF IN PLAN 5 5.0 84.0
MUST DEAL WITH RACISM 5 5.0 89.0
PEOPLE-OF-COLOR LEFT OUT 4 4.0 93.0
START AT THE TOP 4 4.0 97.0
THIS IS A GOOD START 3 2.0 99.0
SEXUAL ORIENTATION NEEDS ATTENTION 2 1.0 100.0
Total 101 100.0
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APPENDIX E: Correlation Matrices
1. All Variables by Gender (073), Cultural Background (074), & Years of 
Service (075).
Correlations: 016 017 020 023 025 027
073 .0008
074 -.1131
075 -.1344
.0150
-.2333
-.0223
-.0710
-.2790
-.1870
-.1684
-.3039*
-.1332
-.0951
-.3359*
-.0370
-.0469
-.5811**
-.0388
Correlations: 028 029 030 031 032 033
073 -.0536
074 -.5574**
075 .0922
.0746
.1399
.2050
.0704
-.1997
.0113
.0742
.3010*
.0140
.0547 - 
.1009 - 
.0453
.0504
.1909
.0788
Correlations: 034 035 036 037 038 039
073 -.0112
074 -.3417*
075 -.0272
.0398
-.5481**
.0691
.0462
-.5912**
.0348
-.0211
-.3158*
-.0429
.1174
-.0198
-.0305
-.0149
-.1547
.0262
Correlations: 040 041 042 043 044 045
073 -.1278
074 .1167
075 -.0228
.0091
.2617
.0334
-.0871
-.5340**
.1319
-.0183
.5090**
-.0555
-.1417
-.4055**
-.1921
-.2030
.2176
-.0895
Correlations: 046 047 048 049 050 051
073 -.1109
074 -.3255*
075 -.1621
-.2191
-.1872
-.1990
-.0661
-.3950**
-.0972
-.2391
.0176
.0081
-.0493
.2237
.0275
-.1495
-.3415*
-.1239
Correlations: 052 053 054 055 056 057
073 -.1167
074 -.3179*
075 -.0987
.1101
-.0826
-.1385
-.1068
-.2278
-.0826
-.0598
-.3978**
.0288
-.2144
-.3908**
-.0890
.0882
.2665
-.1604
Correlations: 058 059 060 061 062 063
073 .0867
074 -.1795
075 -.2555
.1891
.0290
.0540
.1339
-.1621
-.1132
-.2491
-.3376*
-.1148
-.0517
.1833
-.0176
-.0203
-.2096
.0528
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APPENDIX E: Correlation Matrices
2. Factor Variables by G ender (073), Cultural Background (074), & Years of 
Service (075).
A. FACTOR 1 (Diversity Culture)
Correlations: 042 035 027 044 034 048
073 -.0871
074 -.5340**
075 .1319
.0398
-.5481**
.0691
-.0469 
-.5811** -
-.0388
-.1417
.4055**
-.1921
-.0112
-.3417*
-.0272
-.0661
-.3950**
-.0972
Correlations: 030 028 033 038 037
073 .0704
074 -.1997
075 .0113
-.0536
-.5574**
.0922
-.0504
-.1909
.0788
.1174
-.0198
-.0305
-.0211
-.3158*
-.0429
B. FACTOR 2 (Employee Satisfaction)
Correlations; 023 D36 025 016 020 055
073 -.1684
074 -.3039*
075 -.1332
.0462
-.5912**
.0348
-.0951
-.3359*
-.0370
.0008
-.1131
-.1344
-.0710
-.2790
-.1870
-.0598
-.3978**
.0288
Correlations: 046 050 056 054 052
073 -.1109
074 -.3255*
075 -.1621
-.0493
.2237
.0275
-.2144
-.3908**
-.0890
-.1068
-.2278
-.0826
-.1167
-.3179*
-.0987
C. FACTOR 3 (Diversity Issues)
Correlations: 047 051 049 045 062
073 -.2191
074 -.1872
075 -.1990
-.1495
-.3415*
-.1239
-.2391
.0176
.0081
-.2030
.2176
-.0895
-.0517
.1833
-.0176
0. FACTOR 4 (Diversity Ideals)
Correlations: 057 053 058 059 063
073 .0882
074 .2665
075 -.1604
.1101
-.0826
-.1385
.0867
-.1795
-.2555
.1891
.0290
.0540
-.0203
-.2096
.0528
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E. FACTOR 5 (Societal Ism ’s)
Correlations; 032 041 029 040 031
073 .0547 .0091 .0746 -.1278 .0742
074 .1009 .2617 .1399 .1167 -.3010
075 .0453 .0334 .2050 -.0228 .0140
3. Factor S cores by G ender (D73), Cultural Background (074), & Years of 
Service (D75).
Correlations: 073 074 075
FEGG1 .0821 -.3375* -.0804
FEGG2 .0410 -.4994** .0171
FEGG3 .2121 -.0470 -.1918
FEGG4 .1476 .0733 -.0544
FEGG5 .1579 -.4362** -.0052
Two-tailed Signif: * - .01 ** - .001
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1. Variable D23 OPPORTUNITY FOR ADVANCEMENT WITHIN THE AGENCY 
By Variable D74 RACE
Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 12.8369 6.4185 3.9717 .0228
Within Groups 78 126.0519 1.6161
Total 80 138.8889
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
.3618 2 78 .698
Multiple Range Tests; Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance 
level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .2926 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46. 
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G  
r r r 
P P P
1
3
Mean D74
1.9091 Grp13
2.4286 Grp12
3.0000 G rp ll
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different) 
S ubset 1
Group Grp13 Grp12
Mean 1.9091 2.4286
Subset 2
Group Grp12 G rp ll
Mean 2.4286 3.0000
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2. Variable D25 EXTENT CAREER EXPECTATIONS HAVE BEEN MET
By Variable D74 RACE
Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 11.5710 5.7855 4.9605 .0094
Within Groups 78 90.9722 1.1663
Total 80 102.5432
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
.3473 2 78 .708
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance 
level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .2486 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46. 
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G
r r r
P P P
1 1 1
3 2 1
2.4545 Grp13
3.0000 Grp12
3.5102 G rp ll
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different) 
Subset 1
Group Grp13 Grp12
Mean 2.4545 3.0000
S ubset 2
Group Grp12 G rp ll
Mean 3.0000 3.5102
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3. Variable D35 
By Variable D74
ORGANIZATION VALUES DIVERSITY 
RACE
Source D.F.
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Prob.
Between Groups 2 52.0270 26.0135 27.6419 .00001
Within Groups 78 73.4051 .9411
Total 80 125.4321
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic df1 df2
2.3286 2 78
2-tail Sig. 
.104
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance 
level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .2233 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46. 
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G
r r r
P P P
1 1 1
3 2 1
1.8182 Grp13
3.8095 Grp12
4.2245 G rp ll
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest m eans are not significantly different)
S ubse t 1
Group Grp13 
Mean 1.8182
S ubse t 2
Group Grp12 
Mean 3.8095
G rp ll
4.2245
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4. Variable D36 GOOD CHANCE AS ANYONE TO GET PROMOTED
By Variable D74 RACE
Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 68.2543 34.1272 24.9572 .00001
Wittiin Groups 78 106.6592 1.3674
Total 80 174.9136
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
2.4567 2 78 .092
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test witti significance 
level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .2692 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46.
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G  
r r r
P P P 
1 1 1 
3 21
1.5455 Grp13
2.3333 Grp12 
3.8776 G rp ll * *
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different)
Subset 1
Group Grp13 Grp12
Mean 1.5455 2.3333
Subset 2
Group G rp ll 
Mean 3.8776
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5. Variable D37 PROMOTED BASED ON QUALIFICATIONS AND 
PERFORMANCE 
By Variable D74 RACE
Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 15.9657 7.9829 4.5839.0131
Within Groups 78 135.8367 1.7415
Total 80 151.8025
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
2.6809 2 78 .075
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance 
level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .3037 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46.
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G  
r r r
P P P 
1 1 1 
3 2 1
2.0000 Grp13 
2.7143 Grp12 
3.2653 G rp ll *
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different)
Subset 1
Group Grp13 Grp12
Mean 2.0000 2.7143
Subset 2
Group Grp12 G rp ll
Mean 2.7143 3.2653
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6. Variable D42 
By Variable D74
TOP MANAGEMENT SUPPORTS DIVERSITY AT ALL 
LEVELS 
RACE
Sum of Mean
Source D.F. Squares Squares
Between Groups 2 48.5471 24.2735
Within Groups 78 75.9221 .9734
Total 80 124.4691
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
F F 
Ratio Prob.
24.9379 .00001
Statistic dfl df2
.9033 2 78
2-tail Sig. 
.409
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance 
level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .2271 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46. 
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G
r r r
P P P
1 1 1
3 2 1
1.8182 Grp13
3.7143 Grp12
4.1429 G rp ll
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different)
Subset 1
Group Grp13 
Mean 1.8182
Subset 2
Group Grp12 
Mean 3.7143
G rp ll
4.1429
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7. Variable 044 EXCELLENT JOB OF MANAGING DIVERSITY
By Variable D74 RACE
Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 27.1301 13.5650 12.5326.00001
Within Groups 78 84.4255 1.0824
Total 80 111.5556
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
2.2904 2 78 .108
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance 
level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .2395 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46.
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G  
r r r
P P  P 
1 1 1 
3 2  1
1.8182 G rp ia
3.3333 Grp12 *
3.5510 G rp ll
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different)
S ubset 1
Group Grp13 
Mean 1.8182
S ubset 2
Group Grp12 G rp ll
Mean 3.3333 3.5510
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8. Variable D46 I FEEL APPRECIATED BY MANAGEMENT 
By Variable D74 RACE
Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 18.2573 9.1286 5.1693 .0078
Within Groups 78 137.7427 1.7659
Total 80 156.0000
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
.5603 2 78 .573
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance 
level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .3059 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46.
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
GGG  
r r r
P P P 
1 1 1 
3 2 1
2.3636 Grp13
2.6190 Grp12
3.4898 Grpll *
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different)
Subset 1
Group Grp13 Grp12
Mean 2.3636 2.6190
Subset 2
Group Grp12 Grpll
Mean 2.6190 3.4898
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9. Variable D51 NON-WHITES ALLOWED MORE FREEDOM THAN WHI
By Variable D74 RACE
Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 25.6259 12.8129 7.3471 .0012
Within Groups 78 136.0284 1.7440
Total 80 161.6543
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
2.4899 2 78 .089
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance 
level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .3040 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46.
(*) indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G  
r r r
P P P 
1 1 1 
2 3 1
1.6190 Grp12
1.6364 Grp13 
2.7755 G rp ll
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different)
S ubset 1
Group Grp12 Grp13
Mean 1.6190 1.6364
Subset 2
Group G rpi 1 
Mean 2.7755
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10. Variable D52 I AM ALLOWED TO BE MYSELF 
By Variable D74 RACE
Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 11.0954 5.5477 4.3653 .0160
Within Groups 78 99.1268 1.2709
Total 80 110.2222
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
2.2551 2 78 .112
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance 
level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .2595 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46. 
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
GG G
r r r
P P P
1 1 1
3 2 1
3.0909 Grp13
3.6190 Grpi 2
4.1224 Grpll
Subset 1
Group Grpi 3 Grpi 2
Mean 3.0909 3.6190
Subset 2
Group Grpi 2 Grpll
Mean 3.6190 4.1224
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11. Variable 055 I AM TREATED WITH RESPECT
By Variable D74 RACE
Source D.F.
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F F 
Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 16.2675 8.1338 8.3992 .0005
Within Groups 78 75.5349 .9684
Total 80 91.8025
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
1.7168 2 78 .186
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance 
level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .2265 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46. 
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G
r r r
P P P
1 1 1
3 2 1
3.0909 G rpi 3
3.8095 G rpi 2
4.3673 G rp ll
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different) 
Subset 1
Group G rpi 3 G rpi 2
Mean 3.0909 3.8095
S ubset 2
Group G rpi 2 G rp ll
Mean 3.8095 4.3673
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12. Variable D56 I AM ASKED TO CONTRIBUTE TO IMPORTANT AGENCY 
DECISIONS 
By Variable D74 RACE
Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 33.5485 16.7743 8.1195 .0006
Within Groups 78 161.1429 2.0659
Total 80 194.6914
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
.1470 2 78 .864
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance 
level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .3308 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46.
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G  
r r r
P P P 
1 1 1 
3 2 1
2.0000 Grpi 3
2.4286 Grpi 2
3.5714 Grpll *
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different)
Subset 1
Group Grpi 3 Grpi 2
Mean 2.0000 2.4286
Subset 2
Group Grpi 2 Grpll
Mean 2.4286 3.5714
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13. Variable D61 ALL EMPLOYEES PAID SAME AS COUNTERPARTS IN
SAME POSITION 
By Variable D74 RACE
Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 20.2332 10.1166 6.1606 .0033
Within Groups 78 128.0878 1.6422
Total 80 148.3210
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
2.2990 2 78 .107
Multiple Range Tests: Modified LSD (Bonferroni) test with significance 
level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .2950 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 3.46.
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G  
r r r
P P P 
1 1 1
3 2 1
1.4545 Grpi 3
1.9048 Grpi 2
2.7347 G rp ll *
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different)
Subset 1
Group Grpi 3 G rpi 2
Mean 1.4545 1.9048
Subset 2
Group Grpi 2 G rp ll
Mean 1.9048 2.7347
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One-Way ANOVA: Factor Scores by Cultural Background (074)
1. Variable FACTOR 1 REGRESSION FACTOR SCORE 1
By Variable D74 RACE
Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 10.2895 5.1447 5.7565 .0047
Within Groups 78 69.7105 .8937
Total 80 80.0000
Group Minimum Maximum
G rpll -2.5140 1.7369
Grpi 2 -2.1344 1.3416
Grpi 3 -2.1654 .6570
Total -2.5140 1.7369
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
1.3592 2 78 .263
Multiple Range Tests; LSD test with significance level .05 
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .2176 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 2.82.
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G  
r r r
P P P
1 1 1
3 2 1
Mean D74
-.5031 G rpi 3
-.4063 G rpi 2
.2871 G rp ll * *
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different)
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Subset 1
Group G rpi 3 G rpi 2
Mean -.5031 -.4063
Subset 2
Group G rp ll
Mean .2871
2. Variable FACTOR 2 REGRESSION FACTOR SCORE 2
By Variable D74 RACE
Source D.F.
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F F 
Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 23.8785 11.9393 16.5937 .00001
Within Groups 78 56.1215 .7195
Total 80 80.0000
Group Minimum Maximum
Grp11 -.8632 2.2247
Grp12 -2.0401 2.1672
Grpi 3 -1.9796 -.5258
Total -2.0401 2.2247
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
7.9011 2 78 .100
Multiple Range Tests: LSD test with significance level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .1952 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 2.82.
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G  
r r r
P P P 
1 1 1 
3 2 1
Mean 074
-1.3384 G rpi 3
.0209 G rp i2 *
.2915 G rp ll  *
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Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different)
S ubset 1
Group Grp13 
Mean -1.3384
S ubset 2
Group Grp12 G rp ll 
Mean .0209 .2915
3. Variable FACTOR 3 REGRESSION FACTOR SCORE 3
By Variable D74 RACE
Sum of Mean F F
Source D.F. Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Groups 2 1.1917 .5958 .5897 .5569
Within Groups 78 78.8083 1.0104
Total 80 80.0000
Group Minimum Maximum
G rpll -2.1443 1.6774
Grp12 -2.0572 2.0372
Grp13 -2.1616 1.9245
Total -2.1616 2.0372
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
2.9283 2 78 .059
Multiple Range Tests: LSD test with significance level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .2314 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 2.82. 
- No two groups are significantly different a t the  .050 level
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different)
Subset 1
Group Grp13 Grp11 Grp12 
Mean -.2618 -.0031 .1443
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4. Variable FACTOR 4 REGRESSION FACTOR SCORE 4
By Variable D74 RACE
Source 
Between Groups 2 
Within Groups 78
Total 80
Sum of 
D.F. Squares
Group
.7085 
79.2915 
80.0000 
Minimum Maximum
Mean
Squares
.3542
1.0166
F F 
Ratio Prob.
.3485 .7069
G rpll -2.0117 4.8631
Grp12 -1.5165 1.3382
Grp13 -.4060 1.2011
Total -2.0117 4.8631
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic dfl df2 2-tail Sig.
2.8212 2 78 .066
Multiple Range Tests; LSD test with significance level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .2321 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 2.82.
- No two groups are significantly different at the .050 level
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different)
Subset 1
Group Grp12 G rp ll GrpIS 
Mean -.0442 -.0340 .2357
5. Variable FACTORS 
By Variable D74
REGRESSION FACTOR SCORE 5 
RACE
Source D.F.
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Prob.
Between Groups 2 16.1833 8.0917 9.8901 .0001
Within Groups 78 63.8167 .8182
Total 80 80.0000
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Group Minimum Maximum
G rpll -1.5844 3.4296
Grp12 -1.4781 .4862
GrpIS -1.8140 7428
Total -1.8140 3.4296
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
Statistic df1 df2 2-tail Sig.
2.2780 2 78 .109
Multiple Range Tests: LSD test with significance level .05
Harmonic Mean Cell size = 18.8755
The actual range used is the listed RANGE * .2082 with the following value(s) for RANGE: 2.82. 
(*) Indicates significant differences which are shown in the lower triangle
G G G  
r r r
P P P  
1 1 1 
3 2  1
Mean □74
-.7200 Grp13
-.4521 Grp12
.3554 G rp ll **
Homogeneous Subsets (highest and lowest means are not significantly different) 
S ubse t 1
Group Grp13 Grp12 
Mean -.7200 -.4521
S ubset 2
Group G rp ll
Mean .3554
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APPENDIX G - 2: Boxplot - Salary by Race
( ■ ) 
) ! (' ( ) Ll
Lil
• ■ - r .
r-n
I  -
Li_i 
' I  '  I
I i I
-.1
7 d ' 1 - 1  /  . / . c l ' 7  I  7 " :
123
APPENDIX G - 3: Errorbar - Salary by Race
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APPENDIX G - 4: Boxplot - Position Classification by Race
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APPENDIX G - 5; Boxplot - Salary by  Position Status
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APPENDIX G Boxplot - Salary by Years of Service
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APPENDIX G - 7: Scatterplot - Salary by Years of Service
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Key Terms
1. Culture; An affiliation of people who collectively share certain norms, values or traditions 
that are different from those of other groups (Cox, 1993). Culture is also defined as a way of life, 
that includes language, religion and an historical experience, transmitted from one generation to 
the next (Cole, 1994; personal communication). For this study, the definition also includes 
shared characteristics like age, disability, educational status gender, and sexual orientation. The 
term "Groups", "Diversity Groups", “Cultural Diversity” and “Diversity” are used interchangeably 
with "culture" in this study.
2. Cultural audits: See "Diversity Audits".
3. Cultural group: See "culture".
4. Diversity climate: Individual, group and organizational factors that collectively defines the 
corporate or organizational “culture” for employees with diverse backgrounds. Diversity climate 
also refers to the extent to which people are allowed to express their differences within the 
organizational context to help with their advancement and to improve the quality of services 
provided by the organization. Also used interchangeably with “Diversity Culture”, "Corporate 
Culture", and "Organizational Culture" (Cox, 1993).
5. Diversity m anagem ent: The literature terms this key phrase, "Managing Diversity". It has 
been changed to "Diversity management" for this study because this is a study of the "process 
systems" for management, not the action of "managing". There are several definitions in the 
literature. For this study, three definitions are offered:
(a) The planning and implementing of organizational systems and 
practices to manage people so that the potential advantages of diversity 
are maximized while its potential disadvantages are minimized. Thus, 
the goal of managing diversity is maximizing the ability of all employees 
to contribute to organizational goals and to achieve their full potential
129
APPENDIX H: Key Terms
unhindered by group identities such as gender, race, nationality, age, and 
departmental affiliation (Cox,1993).
(b) Managing Diversity is a comprehensive managerial process for 
developing an environment that works for all employees (Thomas, 1991).
(c) Diversity management is an emerging field designed to help 
business create an internal environment where employees of diverse 
backgrounds can work together to their best ability (Fernandez, 1993;
Morrison, Ruderman & Hughes-James, 1993).
6. Majority group: The largest group (in numbers) who also have historically held advantages 
in power and economic resources over minority groups. It is possible for the majority to hold 
advantages in both size and power, or in power only (Cox, 1993). In this study "Majority group" 
refers to White males. Also include the term "dominant group" for the purposes of this study.
7. Minority group: A group with fewer members and/or less power and economic advantages 
than the majority (Cox, 1993). Also include the terms "Disaffected" and "Non-dominant group”.
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